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parcels post; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post 
Roads. 

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of Dalziel-Moller Co., of San Fran
cisco, Cal., protesting against parcels-post bill ; to the Committee 
on the Post Office· and Post Roads. 

By l\fr. LOUD: Petition of Jackson & Tindle, of Pellston, 
Mich., favoring a reduction in the duty on raw and refined 
sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Rev. James O'Reilly and members of Sev
enth-day Adventist Church of Onaway, Mich., protesting against 
passage of Senate bill 237; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. MORGAN: Petition of numerous citizens of the sec
ond congressional dish'ict of Oklahoma, protesting against the 
passage of the so-called Scott antioption bill; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Arnett, Okla., protesting against 
the action taken in regard to the arrest of the McNamara 
brothers and indorsing the resolution of Representative BERGER 
for an investigation; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: Resolutions by the Milwaukee 
Clearing House Association, against the passage of proposed 
legislation affecting the cold-storage industry; to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. POST: Petition of Milwaukee Clearing House Associa
tion, protesting against bills affecting cold storage ·; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By l\fr. REYBURN: Resolution of the Philadelphia Brigade 
Association that Congress set apart the anniversary of Appo
mattox to be observed; to the Committee on Rules. 

By l\fr. ROTHERMEL: Resolution of Branch 45, G. B. B. A., 
of Allentown, Pa., relative to the McNamara case; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Resolution of the Board of 
Supervisors of Calaveras County, Cal., that immediate action 
should be taken by the Government to secure the "Big Tree 
Grove" in Calaveras County, Cal.; to .the Committee on the 
Public Lands. 

Also, petitions of numerous citizens of Los Angeles, Cal., ask
ing that the duty on raw and refined sugars be reduced; to the 

. Committee on Ways and Means. 
By Mr. SULZER: Resolutions of ihe German-American Al

liance of Coshocton, Ohio, and the Alliance of German Societies 
of the State of Indiana, urging an investigation of the adminis
tration of the immigration office at Ellis Island; to the Com
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, resolution of the Workmen's Sick and Death Benefit 
Fund of the United States of America, condemning the manner 
of the arrest of the McNamaras and indorsing Mr. BERGER'S 
resolution for an investigation of the McNamara affair; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

Also, resolutions of the Ancient Order of Hibernians of Delta 
County, .Mich., protesting against the enactment of an arbitra
tion treaty with Great Britain and France; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. ·. 

Also, memorial of Mrs. James Bennett in favor ofsuffrage for 
women; to the Committee on Election of President, Vice Presi
dent, and Uepresentatives in Congress. 

Also, petition of H. Planten & Son, of Brooklyn, N. Y., pro
testing against House bill 8887; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. · 

Also, resolutions adopted by the Milwaukee Clearing House 
Association relating to proposed legislation affecting the cold
storage industry; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. WOOD of New Jersey: Petitions of citizens of Tren
ton, N. J. , urging the adoption of House resolution No. 166, pro
viding for the investigation of the Immigration Service; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
SATUJIDAY, June 17, 1911. 

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., delivered the 

following prayer : 
Almighty Father, in whom we live and move and have our 

being, inspire us, we beseech Thee, with new devotion to those 
high and holy principles illustrated in the life and character of 
Thy Son Jesus Christ, that we may prove ourselves worthy of 
the dignity bestowed upon us as rational beings, sons of the 
living God, destined to immortal life, "for I am persuaded 
that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor principalities, nor 

powers, nor things present nor things to come, nor height, nor 
depth, nor any other creature shall be able to separate us from 
the love of God which is in Christ Jesus, our Lord." Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and 
approved. 

THE WOOL SCIIEDULE, 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I moYe that the House 
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union for the further .consideration of the 0111 
H. R. 11019, a bill to reduce the duties on wool and manufac
tures of wool. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into Committee of the 

Whole House on the state of the Union, with Mr. IlAY in the 
chair. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. STEPHENS]. 

l\Ir. STEPHENS of Mississippi. Mr. Chairman, according to 
my judgment, the greatest utterances on the question of tariff 
were from a Mississippian, Robert J. Walker, at one time Secre
tary of the Treasury. It appears to· me that in the documents 
that he wrote during that time there were announced principles 
along the line of tariff regulation and tariff law that were just, 
reasonable, and right. 

But we are not to-day to discuss the question of free trade. 
Speaking for myself. alone, I beliere most implicitly and most 
strongly in those principles; but for a long period of years, in
deed from the beginning of this Nation, there has been pursued 
a certain policy with reference to the raising of revenue. We 
raise revenue to defray the expenses of this Government by lay
ing imposts on articles that are imported into this country. So 
I shall not discuss the question of free trade at this time, but 
shall try to confine my remarks to the policy that has been 
adopted to these two propositions, namely, Shall we hR"\e a 
high protectirn tariff, or shall we have a tariff for revenue 
only? . 

Mr. Chairman, there has been much criticism with reference 
to the pending bill, criticism because the proposed duties are 
not high enough, criticism from another source because they 'are 
too high. · 

The reason given for placing the duties on raw wool and the 
manufactured products is that it is necessary to do so in order 
to raise revenue. I shall not discuss this phase of the question. 

I favor the bill for another reason. The people have had to 
bear a great burden of taxation; they have cried out for relief 
and are entitled to it. This burden has been placed upon them 
by the protectt\e tariff. The question· arises, How shall they 
obtain it? 

In considering this matter we must deal with conditions, not 
theories. We are confronted with the fact that the Repub
licans are in control of the Senate and the Presidency. It is 
vain, even unreasonable, to expect that a party that has been 
so long wedded to a policy, though a false one-that Ephraim
like has been so long joined to its idol, protection-could be in
duced within the short space of a few months to renounce that 
policy and accept the principles of Democracy along the lines 
of the tariff. 

No matter how strongly we favor putting wool on the fre~ 
list; no matter how much we favor a further reduction on the 
manufactured products, we must act in the light of the fact 
that it is not at the present time within the power of the Demo
cratic Party to write such a tariff bill as it really favors. 

It may be vain to indulge the hope that this bill will pass a 
Republican Senate, but I really indulge that hope, not because 
I believe the Republican Party wants to giye the people the 
relief they ought to have, but because that party, or enough 
of its official members, have seen a great light; they have heard 
a great, wild roar of indignation and discontent. I believe that 
they will respond to it, although very unwillingly. 

The President has denounced Schedule K as absolutely indo
fensible. This places his party ·in an awkward attitude to de
fend the woolen schedule. 

Again, that party has a bitter recollection of the election last 
fall. Every time their minds revert to that event they see their 
party weighted down with broken promises, burdened with un
just and iniquitous laws, made unsightly by the canker of 
greed and graft, having the contempt and disgust of an out. 
raged and indignant people, wrecked upon the rocks of their 
own wrongdoings. . 

Doubtless this memory haunts them· day and night. If they . 
have learned wisdom of experience they will grant some meas
ure of relief to the people and pass this bill. 

In the light of these conditions I believe that good sense 
dictated that we, as Democrats, offer a bill that at least has a 
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chance to pass, instead of offering one that had absolutely no 
chance to become a law. 

Do we surrender any principle when we offer and vote for a 
bill that is the best we can get, simply because we honestly be
lieve tllat the people ·are entitled to greater relief? I think not. 
A half loaf is better than no bread at all, according to the old 
adage. 

If this bill becomes a law it will save millions of dollars for 
the people; therefore I favor it, hoping for greater relief 
later on. 

Mr. Chairman, after hearing the debates on the tariff I have 
reached the conclusion that protection is either "the loveliest 
and most fruitful mother of the wealth of a nation, or it is an 
imposter and swindler, distinguished from other swindlers 
mainly by the vast scale of its operation." 

I would place it in the latter class. There has been more 
deceit, mor~ fraud, more injustice, perpetrated in the name of 
protection against the people of the Nation than in any other 
name. Whenever you take money out of the pocket of one man 
and put it into the pocket of another man, a great wrong is done 
to the first one. Tllat is exactly what is done under tariff legis
lation enacted by the Republican Party. 
· A certain class comes before the committee of this House and 
says, "We can not prosper, we can not make money unless you 
take money from somebody else and take the property that 
others have toiled for and give it to us." There can be no right 
or justice in anything of that kind. 

The protective tariff is simply robbery perpetrated by law. 
It enables the producer to exact from the consumer a price he 
would not otherwise get. It interferes with the natural law of 
distribution, and this should never be done, except so far ·as 
fisc:;tl necessity may require. · 

Every protective duty causes the consumer to pay a tax which 
does not go into the Treasury of the Government, but merely 
aids or enriches certain individuals or corporations. 

This is one of the greatest evils of the tariff. It is estimated 
that where $1 of revenue is collected for the Government under 
the present law from $7 to $10 goes into the pockets of the 
manufacturers of this country. The Government has no right 
to engage in the business of enriching certain classes of its 
citizenship. . 

Mr. Cooley, in his writings on constitutional law, says: 
Where a tax is avowedly laid for a private purpose, it is illegal and 

void. Constitutionally, a tax can have no other basis than the raising 
of revenue for public purposes, and whatever governmenW exaction has 
not this basis is tyrannical and unlawful. A tax on imposts, therefore, 
the purpose of which is not to raise revenue, but to discourage and in
directly prohibit some particular impost for the benefit of some home 
manufacturer, may well be questioned as being colorable, and therefore 
not warranted by constitutional principles. 

A protective tariff breaches this great principle of constitu
tional law, because the very purpose of protection, as set out in 
the Republican platform, is to compensate the manufacturer for 
the difference between the cost of production at home and 
abroad and to guarantee to him a reasonable profit on his in
vestments. 

The argument is made that it is right to do this because it 
builds up a home market, that it gives employment to the 
people, that it causes higher wages. • 

I was struck by the remark made by the gentleman from 
!Wisconsin [Mr. BERGER] a few days ago, when he said that there 
was alwa·ys free trade among labor. What protection does 
labor have? What protection has the Republican Party given 
to labor in this country by the laws that it has enacted? The 
doors are thrown wide open, or almost so, and we have vast 
hordes coming in day by day and week by week. Do they not 
compete with American labor? Is not a large percentage of the 
immigration of this country what has been termed "cheap for
eign labor "? Are not native American citizens required to com
pete with the very kind of labor that you are supposed to be 
protecting the manufacturers against? [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] . 

I favor more stringent immigration laws. Why, Mr. Chair
man, I believe that more than a million immigrants came into 
this country last year; and yet, as I said, there is absolutely no 
protection to our labor against this foreign labor. It is the man 
of wealth, the man of capital, the manufacturer, who has all 
tliis protection. 

Many false arguments are made with reference to the reason 
for giving protection to the manufacturers. It is said that 
wages are much higher in this country than in foreign lands. 
When you come to consider the cost of production there is more 
to be considered than simply the amount of the daily wage. I 
remember that a great Republican, James G. Blaine, had some
thing to say along this line. 

Mr. KOPP. Will the gentleman yield? 

XLVII-138' 

Mr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. I will. 
Mr. KOPP. Before the gentleman leaves that question-
Mr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. I am not going to leave the 

question just yet. 
Mr. KOPP (continuing). I am interested to know what 

different protection was given the laboring man by legislation 
relative -to immigration by the Democratic Party during the 
years it was in power than has been given by the Republican 
Party since that time. 

Mr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. I do not know that there 
was any very great difference in the kind of legislation enacted 
during this period, but I know this--

Mr. FOSTER of Illinois. If the gentleman will vermit me, 
I think it could be well said that during the time that the Demo
crats were in power, and in the early history of our Governm~:::it, 
the class of immigrants coming to this country was quite differ
ent to those encouraged by the manufacturers of the country_ 
to-day, who take the place of American labor. 

Mr. KOPP. Does the gentleman from Illinois contend that 
the class of immigrants coming to this country from 1890 to 
1895 was materially different from the class of immigrants 
coming to-day? 

Mr. FOSTER of Illinois. I will state to the gentleman that 
in the early history of our country, when it was building up, 
we had not those manufacturers who were so desirous of secur
ing cheap foreign labor, but it finally became so bad that Con
gress was compelled to pass a law stopping the contracting for 
labor in foreign countries that grew up under a Republican 
administration. 

Mr. KOPP. The gentleman does not contend that the period 
from 1890 to 1895 was in the early history of our country before 
our manufactures had developed, does he? 

Mr. FOSTER of Illinois. No, I do not, but I am simply 
speaking of the conditions when the Democrats had absolute 
sway in the early history of our country that the gentleman was 
speaking about, and not labor conditions. 

Mr. KOPP. The point I am making is, that the last time the 
Demoeratic Party was in power the class of immigration was 
just the same as now, and that no attempt was made by that 
party to improve these conditions, and so the members of that 
party are estopped from attaeking the Republican Party for 
failing to .do what they failed to do. 

Mr. FOSTER of Illinois. I think the Democratic Party was 
more careful as to the class of immigrants that came into this 
country during the time that they were in power than the 
Republicans were before that or sine~. 

Mr. KOPP. Was there any different law on the statute books? 
Mr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. I think the administration 

of the law was better. · 
Mr. CANDLER. Mr. Ohairman, I will state further, that as 

was well said by one of our colleagues of Mississippi some time 
ago, the Democratic Party was only in power for a very short 
time-in absolute control of the Government-while the Re
publican Party has had undisputed sway for many, many 
years, therefore they have had a greater opportunity to deal 
with these questions than has the Democratic Party. They 
have not remedied this great evil, although they have had 
every opportunity to do so. The Democratic Party when it 
was in power had so many wrongs to remedy that it could not 
remedy them all. 

Mr. KOPP. One moment, if the gentleman will pardon me. 
I do not want to be misunderstood. I believe one of the greatest 
needs to-day is ap. amendment to the immigration law. I agree 
heartily with those who say that we should keep out a great 
many immigrants who are coming in. The only point I was 
attempting to establish by my query was that inasmuch as 
the Democratic Party had failed, even in attempting to modify 
immigration laws while they had an opportunity, that they 
are estopped now from attacking us because we have failed. · 

Mr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. If we get the opportunity, I 
think we will make the effort to remedy this great evil. I 
agree that if there is one evil that ought to be remedied it is the 
evil attaching to the immigration Jaw. 

Mr. HEFLIN. Will the gentleman yield to me? 
Mr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. For a question. 
Mr. HEFLIN. More foreigners are coming into the United 

States now in one year than came in during the whole period 
from 1892 to 1897. More foreigne_rs have come into the United 
States in the last 14 years under the reign of the Republican 
Party than came prior to that time in 60 years. The .character 
of the immigrants that came in during the Cleveland admin· 
istration was different from that of many who are coming in 
now. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. BURNETT], chairman 
of the Committee on Immigration, made a visit to Sicily two ox: 

• 

• 



• 
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three years ago, and he asked, " What bas become of the bandits, 
the-awful crimirul.ls that we used to· read about?" And he was 
told by nattves that they llild all g-0ne to America. [Applarule 
on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. STEPHENS of Mississippi. Now, .Mr. Chairman, when 
I was interrupted I was discussing the question of the cost of 
prodnction, and had remarked that there was more w be con
sidered in this matter than simply the amount of the daily 
wage. One great factor that should enter into consideration 
of the eost of producti<>n is tlle am-0unt that will be {ll'oduced 
by American labor and the amount tbat will be produced by 
foreign labor, and in speaking of this subject James · G. Blaine 
had this to sa-y : 

The actllal labor eost of the .Ame:rica.n. product is less, because the 
effectiveness of American labor is superior. to that of the workingman 
of any other nation on earth. 

The annual ayerage output per laborer of the respective na
tionalities is as follows: 

~~~:1I~~~~~~~~~~;~~ili $i:i 
Thus it will be seen that, as the American laborer is more 

productive than any other, he is entitled to much higher wages. 
It is argued in favor of protective tariff that it gives a better 

market for the products of this country. It may be true that a 
higher price m:iy be obtained for our products because of the 
fact, but it is also true that the tariff requires the man who 
gains this higher price to pay much more for what he has to 
buy, and in the end the loss is greater than the gnin. 

Really it amounts to this: That the man who has something 
to sell must contribute out of his own pocket a part of the ptice 
of his own product To illustrate: Suppose a man is raising 
hogs for the market, and th.at his product is sold to a man who : 
is working in a factory. It will be said that the laborer is able to 
pay a better price for the products of the farm, because of the 
higher wage given him by virtue of the tariff. As the farmer 
has to pay a tariff on the very article that contributes to the 
wage of the la.borer, does he not, in reality, help to pay for 
the very hog that he has raised? 

In truth, the tariff is for the benefit of the manufacturers. 
They get a much larger proportion of the protection granted to 
the industry than does the laborer who engages in it; and this 
is the real purpose of the tariff. 

Mr. Chairman, the protective tariff proceeds upon an errone
ous idea. It is not the function of government to legislate 
wealth into existence, and it can not do so. 

During last session of Congress I heard the able Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. SHIVELY] use this language: 

However unfashfonable it may be, my political faith is that of men 
who know that the thing called wealth is a social, not a political 
product; that this wealth is born of brawn of muscle, skill of hand, 
and vigil of brain, not of ~e roll <;alls of Congre~s ; that the. thin.I; 
ealled industrial prosperity lS a social, not a ~olit1cal product! that 
such prosperity is born of the energy and geruus of man applied to 
th~ bounties of nature and not of the cunning and greed and craft of 
men applied to the powers of government. The power of government 
is the power to take, not the power to make ; the power to tax is the 
power to transfer, not the power to produce. 0?1: Government has no 
reserve fund or power out of which to grant pnv1leges. It can grant 
privileges only by carving them oci: ot the body of common rights. The 
Government, having no profits to bestow, .the reasonable profit the law 
is to assure must be sponged from_ the victl.Ills the law makes. 

Any sch<!me of taxation is unjust that is not levied upon the 
rich and the poor according to their ability to pay it The pro
tecti'rn tariff places the burden unequally. The true, the 
equitable rule of taxation is to determine the actual needs of 
the Gove~ent when honestly and economicaTiy administered 
and then to so levy taxes that the burdens of government may 
be borne by the people in equal proportions, letting wealth con
tribute its just share. 

The old theory of the tariff was that it was framed to raiRe 
rffrenue and granted incidental protection. The new theory 
seems to be that the tariff is framed for protection to the 
manufacturer with incidental revenue to the Government. 

Under this system there have grown up great private monopo
lies and trusts. It is absolutely indefensible that they sh-0uld be 
assisted by law through :i protective tariff. It is a crime against 
the .American people.. They control the ma..rket, destroy competi
tion, fix the price of raw and finished products, and to a very 
large extent regulate the price paid for labor~ 

Many of these great trusts carry a large amount of watered 
stock in their capitalization. Indeed, some of them have a 
larger amount of watered stock than paid-in capital., and yet the 
national platform of the Repub1ican Party guaranteed to them 
a re:li!onable profit on th~ir entire capital stock. 

.Mr.. Chairman, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DAL
ZELL] stated that the Ways and Means Committee, before pu.ss
ing the Payne-Aldrich bill, heard evidence for se'\" r.a.l months; 
that they went thoronghly into this matter, investigating the 
questions involved. He admitted that that· law was not perfect, 
because he ela.imed that no tariff bill ever written was perfect. 
That is true, and will always be true, so long as we follow up 
the syst.em that has been followed so long in. the United States, 
and especially will it be true so Jong as the Republican Party 
carries out its policy of protection to the great manufa..cturing 
industries. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

He stated that this bill met unmerited and tmintelligent 
abuse a.t the hands of the people. He stated further that the 
pending bill is absolutely indefensible from an-y standpoint 
whatever. 

Let us investigate some details of the Payne-Aldrich bill and 
eompare them with the present bill. 

We find that cloths, woolen and worsted, valued at not m-0re 
than 40 cents per pound, under the Payne bill are taxed at an 
equivruent ad va:lorem of 134 per cent The same articles, val
ued at more than 40 cents and not more tlian 'iO cents per 
pound, are taxed 119 per cent; valued at more than 'iO cents 
per pound, 94 per cent. The articles under the present bill 
carry an ad valorem of only 40 per cent 

Blankets valued at not more than 40 cents per pound carry 
an equivalent- ad valorem of 107 per cent To show that this 
tax is absolutely prohibitory and placed that hjgh for the 
specific purpose of giving a high rate of protection to the manu
facturers, we have only to cite that during the year 1907 there 
was only $316 worth imported into this country. 

Blankets & yards in length carried an equivalent ad valorem 
of 165 per cent, and only $40 worth was imported. Under the 
proposed bill these articles carry an ad valorem of 30 per cent. 

Flannel for underwear valued at not more than 40 c€llts per 
pound is taxed 143 per cent, while under this bill they :ire taxed 
30 per cent and 45 per cent, according to value per pound. 

Flannels valued from 40 to ~O cents.per pound carry an ad 
valorem of 101 per cent, and there was only $128 worth im
ported; valued a.t 50 to 70 cents per pound were taxed 105 
per cent, and the importations amounted to $111. 

Dress goods, mixed, cotton and wool, valued at 15 cents per 
square yard carried a tax of 106 per cent. I notice that these 
goods, the average import price of which is 13f cents per yard, 
are classed by the Republican tariff bill as luxuries. A woman's 
dress which would cost from $1.25 to $1.50 is thought by that 
party to ~e a luxury. They force the women purchasing the 
same to pay more than double what it is really worth, yet the 
gentleman from IDinois [1\Ir. MANN], in the face of the fact 
th.at he voted for that tax, had a grea.t deal of criticism to make 
of this bill because a tax of 45 per cent is charged. There was 
much of inconsistency in his argument, because it is readily 
seen that under this bill there will be considerable saying on 
each article purchased. 

Wearing apparel, cloaks, jackets, and other outside gar
ments for women and children are taxed 80 per cent under the 
present law, while we propose to tax them just half that amount 

Under the Payne bill men's ha.ts are taxed 86 per cent, and 
shawls valued at $1.25 and above a.re classed as luxuries and 
taxed at 92 per cent. 

Shirts, vests, union suits, sweaters, pants, and so forth, manu
factured of cotton goods and valued at more than $5 per dozen 
are taxed more than 64 per cent Under the Payne bill these ar
ticles are classed as luxuries. Think of it. The poor man buying 
a pair of pants, a sweater, or shirt valued at more than $5 
per dozen is charged by this Republican Party with the pur
chase of luxuries. Has it come to pass in this great country of 
ours that it is a luxury for a man to wear cheap garments of 
that kind? Does it not show that the Republican Party has ab
solutely no regard for the poor of the land, but that their 
whole interest is centered in the manufactures and protected 
interests of this country? Does it lie in the mouth of any man 
who was guilty of helping perpetrate such a fraud, such an 
iniquity as the Payne-Aldrich bill, to criticize the present bill, 
which reduces the burden of taxation so much? 

The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] stated that 
the committee that reported the Payne bill spent months in 
gathering the testimony upon which to base the bilL Who was 
it, in the main, that appeared before the committee and teld 
them what ought to be written into the laws of the land? 

They were men who were very much interested, who had a 
great financial interest at stake. As Senator Sherlllltn once 
said, referring to tariff legislation, an important class-the con
sumer-was not consulted. That the tariff laws enacted by the 
Republican Party have been written in the interest of certain 
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classes, instead of the great body of the people, is shown by 
the remarks of a member of that party, Senator Dolliver. He 
said, after the Payne bill becomes a law, that-

Veteran experts are given the right to fix our laws. B.ahind nearly 
every veteran expert that we have had fluttering around here in recent 
years ls the veteran manager of the enterprise that is to be fixed. 

Again .he said : 
The most important business of the American people has come down 

to the bargain counter and men are authorized to say, "This is the 
citadel of protection; ff any of you have constituents that want any
thing come here ; we are the dispensing power; support what we want, 
and take anything that you think you need." 

In reading the testimony taken during the bearing referred 
to by the gentleman, I could not help but exclaim to myself 
that these men who were seeking protection at the hands of the 
Government are the miserable product of human greed and com
mercialism, seeking to build up their own interests at the ex
pense of the men who labor and toil. [Applause on the Demo
cratic §ide.] 

The "Republican Party has ca~ried the idea of protection into 
the free list. Of the 600 articles on that list, there are not a 
half dozen that enter into common use in every home in the 
land, but we find that millions upon millions of dollars' worth 
of various articles that are used by the great trusts and manu
facturing industries in the land are permitted to come in free. 
This is simply .another illustration of a desire of the Republican 
Party to foster the interest of a class. 

That party has for a long period of time" fooled" the farmer 
by pretending to be his friend. A " sop " is thrown out to him 
occasionally in their ta.riff legislation. For instance, a pre
tense of protecting the farmer who raises corn is made by 
placing a duty of 15 cents per bushel on corn and 20 cents per 
bushel on corn meal imported into this country. To show that 
this is a mere sham and pretense, I have only to ref er to the 
fact that last year the United States produced about three
fourths of all the corn raised in the entire world, and that 
nearly all of the great nations of the earth, except ours, were 
importers of corn, while we had corn to export. Of course, it 
follows that this duty was of absolutely no benefit to the 
farmers o:f our country. 

The cotton farmers o:f the South have absolutely no protec
tion. More than two-thirds of our cotton: is exported to fore~gn 
countries. The Liverpool market regulates not only the pnce 
of cotton there, but the price of cotton here. It comes ~ com
petition with cotton produced. by th~ cheapest labor m t:11e 
world......:...the coolie labor of India. This great product contrib
utes very largely to make the balance of trade in our favor, 
yet the men who produce this staple get absolutely no . protec
tion but are required to bear very heavy burdens both by way 
of ~xation and by way of enforced contribution to the pockets 
of the manufacturers. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard it stated very frequently during 
this debate that if the proposed bill becomes a law the sheep 
industry in this country will be destroyed, and reference has 
been made time after time to the fact that the sheep industry 
was almost destroyed by the Wilson bill. 

By reference to the Yearbook of the Department of Agricul
ture for the year 1910, I find that in 1893 there were 47,000,000 
sheep in the United States, and in 1897 there were 36,000,000, 
a reduction of over 11,000,000 during the time the Democratic 
Party was in power. . 

The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. LoNGWORTH] the other day, 
in asking a question of some gentleman on this side, had this 
to say : " Do you not believe that the ta.riff was one of the 
elements that caused this great reduction in the number of 
sheep in the United States during that period? " 

Mr. Chairman, that might reasonably be contended if there 
was not evidence that during the same period of time in Aus
tralia and, indeed, all over the world, there was a great reduc
tion hi the number of sheep during that same period. Did the 
American tariff affect the -sheep outside of the United States? 
Not at all. 

I contend, Mr. Chairman, that tariffs do not make panics; 
that they do not prevent panics; and that they do not cause 
sheep to grow ·or to die. Let us ref er to a period during a 
RepubJ.ican administration, and see what the condition of the 
sheep industry was during that time. 

In 1903 when the Republicans were in power and the Dingley 
bill was in effect there were 63,000,000 sheep in the United 
States. Two years later, in 1905, when this same party was in 
power and the same Dingley bill was the law of the land, we 
:find that there was only 45,000,000 sheep in the United States, 
a reduction of 18,000.000 in three years. What caused that? 
Was it the tariff? If ·the tariff did not cause that reduction, 

which was much larger than during the four years of Demo
cratic administration, why should we charge the great reduG
tion from 1893 to 1897 to the Wilson bill? [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

I find by reference to Table 40, in the report of the com
mittee, that in 1890 the per capita consumption of wool in th-e 
United States was 9.24 pounds, and in 1910 ·it was only 7.11 
pounds. 

It has been argued that by reducing the duty on raw wool 
there would come into our country about 200,000,000 pounds 
from other countries, and that because of this the sheep in
dustry of the United States would be destroyed. 

Let me suggest that if the people had not been so burdened 
by taxation, had not been so shamefully required to contribute 
to the great wealth of certain manufacturers; if they had been 
permitted to pay simply a just and reasonable amount toward 
the revenue of the Government, and had been permitted to keep 
the · balance of the fruits of their labor, that they would have 
been able to purchase the same amount of woolen clothes in 
1910 as they were in 1890. 

And further, that if relieved of these unjust, unnecessary, 
and iniquitous burdens that they will again be able to purchase 
the same amount as formerly, and we find by multiplying the 
number of our population by 2.13, the difference between the 
amount per capita, used during the years referred to, that it 
will require about 195,000,000 pounds of wool more than was 
used last year. This is almost the identical amount that the 
gentleman from. Illinois [l\Ir. MANN] says would come into _the 
country, and thereby destroy the sheep industry. 

Every time an effort is made to give relief to the people the 
cry goes up from the Republican Party that the financial in
terests of the Nation are about to be destroyed. The advocates 
of protection claim for it that it is the cause of our great na
tional prosperity, of our wonderful advancement in national 
wealth. 

Everything good is placed to the credit of protection ; all 
the reverses are charged up to the Democratic Party. The 
fertility of our soil, the bounties of nature, the great stores of 
natural wealth in the bowels of the earth, the industry and in
telllgence of our people, art, science, and inventive genius are 
all overlooked by the Republican Party when they come to 
consider the causes of the progress and wealth of the United 
States. 

Frequent reference has been made to the Walker tariff dur
ing this debate. There has been much criticism by Repub
lican- speakers of that tariff. To show that the charge that 
that measure was harmful to our Nation is unfounded I cite 
Mr. Taussig, a writer on tariff history. He says: 

There is no doubt that the period from 1846 to 1860 was a time of 
great material prosperity, interrupted but not checked by the crisis of 
1857. The moderate tariff undoubtedly was one of the elements that 
contributed to the welfare. The crisis of 1857 was an unusually simple 
case .of active speculation, overbanking, panic, and depre sion, and it 
requires the exercise .of great ingenuity to connect it in any way with 
the tariff act. When the tariff act of 1846 was passed the protection
ists predicted disaster. but disaster did not come. 

The increase in our national wealth between 1850 and 1860 
under a Democratic tariff measure was equivalent to 126 per 
cent, a much greater increase than is shown at any time since 
that under Republican administration. 

Mr. Chairman, the special interests have been protected too 
long; the farmer, the laboring man, the real producer of wealth 
in this country should be given a chance. The farmer is not 
here asking that a tax be levied upon anyone for bis benefit, 
but he simply asks that no unnecessary burdens be placed upon 
him, and that he be not required to create wealth for the benefit 
of any particular class. 

The Republican platform, as I have said, guarantees to the 
producer__:which really means the manufacturer-a reasonable 
profit upon his investments. What other class in this country 
has any such guaranty? 

What benefits have the farmers received from the tariff? The 
price of his cotton and his wheat is fixed by a foreign market, 
yet almost every article that be purchases bears a tax, and in 
most instances a very heavy tax. He bas no guaranty from the 
Government of any "reasonable pro.fit." He must trust himself 
to the forces of nature and the help of a beneficient Providence. 

He goes forth in the morning tilling his ground and sowing his 
seed with a silent prayer in his heart that those forces of nature 
and that Providence will be kind to him, will smile upon him, 
and that his harvest will be plenteous and bountiful. 

Instead of lo.okin7 to the tariff for help, he must take the risk 
of the soil respondmg to cultivation, of the sunshine and rain 
coming in due season so as to cause an abundant yield. If the 
withering blast, the long-continued drought, or any pest shall 
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destroy his crop ; i.f the earth shall refuse its accustomed yield; 
if sickness or misfortune shall visit him and impair his ability 
to labor during the crop season, the Government throws no fos
tering care around him. All he can do is to await another 
seaimn, e\er hoping that the future will deal more kindly with 
him. [Appl:iuse on the Democratic-side.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the g~ntleman has expired. 

MESSAGE FBOM THE SENA.TE. 

The committee informally rose; and Mr. HENBY of Texas 
having taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message 
from the Sennte, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed bills of the following titles, in 
which the concurr.enca of the House of Representatives was 
requested: 

S. 23. An a.ct to authorize the extension... of Underwood 
Street NW.; 

S. 238. An act to authorize the extension of Lamont Street 
NW., in the District of Columbia; 

S. 1524. An act to authorize the construction and maintenance 
of a dam or dams a.cross the KansaS" River, in western Shawnee 
County, or in Wabaunsee County; in the- State of Kansas; 

S. 2052. An act relating to the removal of the· North Point 
light station, Wisconsin, to another site; 

S. 2224. An act to amend an. act to regulate the height of 
buildings in the District of Columbia, apJ1roved June-1, 1910; 
and 

S • .2532. An act providing for an incr~se of. salary for the 
collector of customs for the district of Montana. and Idaho. 

THE WOOL SCHEDuLE. 

The committee resumed its session. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, L yield. to the gentleman 

from. Florida [J'.\k Mus]. 
Mr. MAYS. Mr. Chairman, I am not going to apologize to this 

House fol: the. time that I ha.ve taken up in Congress heretofore 
in debate upon this floor. I have gone all the gaits of a Con
gressman since I came to Washington as a member. of. this- body, 
except, perllaps, the running. canter of the daily debaters upon 
this floor,. und L do !lOt say this, Mr. Chairman, in any sense- of 
criticism of the members of that order, for I commend them 
not alone for their ability, but their industry,. their interest in 
and their devotion to public affairs ; and my remarks do not 
al)ply to one side of this House alone, but to both. sides; and I 
believe that that order is of as- much value to this great body 
of men as a picket line to a great army, and their uses mu.ch 
the same-that neither be- taken unawares. In the beginning, 
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the leader of the majority upon 
this floor for the few minutes' time given me to make a speech, 
incidentaIJY upon the tariff bill, and I want to commend him 
for: his able leadership upon this floor and declare that, in my 
opinion, he ranks high up with the great men who have held 
sway as leaders in this body since the foundation of the Gov
ernment. [Applause on the Democratic side.] And r want to 
say to the Democratic people throughout the United States that 
i.f they are as harmonious on all great questions of public wel
fare as the Members of this body and as. earnestly desire Demo
cratic supremacy there will be no question of the election 
of a Democratic Congress and a Democratic President in 1912. 
[.Applause on the Democratic side.I One of the troubles hereto
fore with the Democratic Party against its success has been 
the multiplicity of its leaders. It has· been an. army of generals 
and coionels, each general with his ideas of the campaign. Con
sequently we exhausted ourselves fighting in om· own ranks:; but 
to-day we find the Democratic Party hei:e in this House-and 
the eyes of the country are upon it-a unit for the ca.use of 
good government; and in my opinion no man in the Union is 
entitled to greater credit for it than the great man who is 
Speaker of this House. [.Appiause on. the Democratic side.] 

Mr. Chairman, if this Democratic Congress carries out its 
promises to the people, makes good to them,. the man who beats 
CHAMP CLARK for the Presidency in 1912 will know that he has 
been in a race. [Appl::mse on the Democratic side.] When I 
came to Congress two years ago it was at the call of the Presi
dent in extra session to revise the tru.·i:fr bill. So objectionable 
had the Dingley law become to the people of- the United States 
that a Republican President deemed it wise,. imperative upon 
him, to call an extra session of Congress to revise the tariff 
downward, as he had promised on the stmnp. The session was 
called, and after five months of strenuous debate. upon. this fioor 
with every department of the Government in the hands of th~ 
Republican Party, the Pnyne-Aldrich tariff bill was oassed, 
much to tlia dissatisfa ction of arr the people, us no reduction. had 
been made, and' the Ile1mblican Purty's promfses to the people 
had been broken. Yet a RepuDiican Presiaent signecr that bill 

and afterwards declared that it was the best tari~ bill ever 
made by the Republican Party. 

And what do we find to-day? We find that same Republican 
President calling an extra session of Congress here to relieve 
an outraged people, suffering from the beneficence of the Payne 
tariff bill. We find as a result of that bill here a Democratic 
House, by a large majority, and we find in the White House a 
Republican President appealing to a Democratic House and the 
Democratic Members in the Senn.te to relieve the people from 
the high cost of living, from the outrageous taxes placed upon 
them by his own party. Was- there ever such a spectacle 
before in the history of this- country, a Republican President 
praying to be delivered from his Republican friends? [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] In the beginning of this Gov
ernment the tariff was used for the purpose of raising revenue 
for. the expenses of the: Government. What do we find to-day? 
That it is the great issue, dividing the two great parties of our 
country. The Republican Party championing ai ta.riff for_ a 
specific protection and not for the protection of the people, from 
whom the revenue is demed, bnt for the purpose- of protecting 
the few against the many. Thereby creating great trusts and 
monopolies on the plea ot protE!cting infant industries that 
to-day have become giants on account of the great favors- re:
ceived at the hand of the Republican Party and axe ai fast
growing menace to our Republican form of Government. On 
the other hand, we find the Democratic P:rrty still clinging to 
the old doctrine that taxes should be taken from the people 
only for the: running expenses of the_ 

0

G-Overnment, economically 
administered. · 

The people of the· United St.ates have grown tired of false 
promises and of the reckles extravagance& of the Re1mblican 
Party. See the change-from a majority of 47 in the last 
House OD: the Republican side to 63 majority on this side in 
the present House-and, my friends, this is not a Democratic 
exaggeration, but is an actual fact, and it is enough to carry con
sternation to the hearts of the strongest sta.ndpatters in the 
Republican Party. It must convince you Members- on that side 
of the Chamber. that something has ha1wened to the Republican 
Party. Especially when. you see the fovmer head of the House 
down on the floor and its brains scattered from Minnesota. to 
.Maine. L~plause on the Democratic side.] 

The people h.a.ve turned to the Democratic Party for relief on 
account of the promise by it of reform in every liue an<l in 
every department of. this Government. The first promise was 
to do · away with Cannonism, to , take away the czarlike power 
of the- Speaker of the House to stifle or control all legislation. 

This has been done by tak;ng away the power of the Speaker 
to appoint the standing committees. [Applause on the- Demo
cratic side.] Then by cm:tailing the expenses of running the 
House alone we have saved the people $182,000 a year without 
lessening its efficiency in the least. Have also appointed com
mittees to investigate every department of this Government, 
ancI from hearings before the e committees you will be con
vinced that criminal extravagance and gross curelessness has 
been practiced irr many departments. So much so that you will 
be fully warranted in turning the Republican Party from power 
as unworthy and recreant to the trust you have given them. 

We have passecl legislation without hesitation that the peo
ple of our country have been demanding for many years-that 
they be allowed the privilege of voting for the election of United 
States Senators, in order that they may send men to the Scna.te 
who will be tlleir servants and not the servants of the great 
trusts and monopolies, and who will look to them-the people
f.or their eleetion and not the trusts and corporatious of this 
country. We have nassed the publicity bill, which requires the 
making public campaign expenses before as well as aftei: elec
tions. We have passed the bill admitting New l\.Icxico and 
Arizona as States without asking what their politics will be, 
Republican or Democratic, when admitted, carrying out our plat
form promises regardless of party ad·mntnge. 

We have been called. here by the President to pass the Cana
dian reciprocity bill, and without playing politics, we ham done 
so, but I acknowledge, Mr. Chnirm~ that it is directly ag.ainst 
the agricultural people of this country-the farmers--and why? 
Because, not a. single line or syllable in it cauies any encour
agement or advantage to them: but every line in it is for some
Mdy else's benefit. Its sole purpose i& to cheapen the cost of 
l!ling, to.cheapen-fuod products, . nnd who J}roduc:es food but the 
funner. Thi.s measure is a grent benefit to the dwellers in the 
city, the Iaborei:s in the mines. in the factories, nnd mills, and 
to the manufacturers especially, us it leaves hlm with protec
tion on his wares, while to the farmer, all t.hnt it does, is to 
cheapen his products, while it does not make cheapei: the articles 
that he must buy. But, l\Ir. ChaiL'Illan,-. this Democratic IIouse 
is not forgetful of the farmer man. It has also passed the 
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farmers' free-list bill, that does give hope and encouragement 
to him, while it gives joy and relief to the multitude. .While 
it takes away . from the revenues of our Government only 
$10,000,000, it saves to the consumers of our country $300,000,000 
annuully. If these two bills become law, this Congress will go 
down as the greatest in the history of our country. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 'Vill give new courage to our people, 
renew confidence in the Government, and will take away for
ever all talk of socialism and discontent. The people of this 
country are wiser to-day than ever before in the business of 
our Government; they are keeping pace with all questions that 
affect public welfare. They ha \e formed opinions of their own, 
and one is, Mr. Chairman, that this mysterious tariff is simply 
a tax and that the ultimate consumer pays it, and to-day they 
are demanding that it be laid eq·uany on all men, that there 
shall be no favored few taken into partnership with the Gov
ernment and guaranteed, not only against loss on in-,estment. 
but a reasonable profit on their business, at the expense of the 
many, whose backs are already bent with burdens too -heavy to 
be borne. Our people know, Mr. Chairman, that we must raise 
re-renue for the expenses of the Government, but they know 
also, l\Ir. Chairman, that a high-protective ta.riff does not make 
revenue for the Government, but does make great trusts and 
monopolies. 

And now, .Mr. Chairman, we have before us a bill reducing 
the tariff on wool-Schedule K-wb.ich even a Republican 
President has condemned and declared to be indefensible. It 
is enough for me to know that the people themselves have con
demned it as the most outrageous and unjust tax ever heaped 
upon a people. Then, my Democratic friends, shall we reduce 
it? By n.ll means. What excuse has the Republican Party for 
this iniquitous tax in the Payne bill, and can you look the 
people of this country in the face and even attempt to justify it? 
Is it not better that the lambs on a thousand hills go unherded 
for the lack of a shepherd and go unsheared for the lack of a 
reasonable profit and gambol in the sunshine forever than for 
the children of the multitude to lack clothing and covering suf
ficient to keep them warm and comfortable? Even take the 
Republican argument as true, that we need the prohibitive 
tariff to hold up this industry, which I deny, will you stake the 
life of an industry against the life and health of the people-and 
this a civilized country, a Christian Nation? God forbid. If 
so, then do you wonder that the question is asked: 

Is the1·e no place on the face or the earth 
Where charity dwelleth ; where virtue has birth ; 
Wh~re bosoms with kindness and mercy will heave 
When the poor and the wretched shnll ask and receive? 
Is there no place at all where a knock from the poor 
Will bring a kind angel to open the door? 

And the answer comes back : 
Go search the wide world wherever you can, 
There is no open door for the moneyless man. 

I do not propose to discuss the woolen schedule in all of its 
phases. It is considered by the Republican Party to be full of 
mysteries. The Republican leader, Mr. MANN, vehemently 
declares that even the Democratic leader, Mr. UNDERWOOD, whom 
be declares the best posted on this side, is ignorant of the 
woolen tariff. And l\Ir. MANN declares that even he himself 
does not know all about it. A wonderful confession for him to 
mak~that there is anything under the sun that he does not 
know. And he also says that we ought to wait and get infor
mation from the able Tariff Board appointed for that purpose. 
With the highest regard for every member of that· board-and 
I do not know who they are-but in the light of former investi
gations and reports, what are we to expect of them? Do men 
gather .tlgs of thistles, or would a Repnblican take his ideas 
of the tariff from a Democratic board? Then how could you 
expect the Democrats to be guided by n. Republican Tariff 
Board? 

As for me, Mr. Chairman, I believe the Members of Congress, 
the representatives of the people, ought to make the ta.riff, and 
not delegate the power to any board. Why should this board be 
better fitted for the work, to gather information on the tariff, 
than Members of Congress and Senators who have been here 
for years, have helped to make tariff bills in the past, and who 
are still honored' and trusted by their people? There are at 
least two schools of the tariff-tariff for specific protection 
and tariff for revenue with incidental protection. I have said, 
Mr. Chairman, that the Republican Party believes in a high 
protective tariff, while the Democratic Party in a tariff for 
re-rnnue only. At last, whatever school has a majority on the 
Tariff Board, their idea will prevail. And a Republican Presi
dent will appoint a Republican majority on the board and a 
Democratic President will appoint a Democratic majority. 
Consequently, the tariff will be leit at last for Congress to 
settle. 

Gen. Hancock, while a candidate for President. is quoted as 
saying that "the tariff is a local issue." Mr. Chairman, these 
are the words of a soldier, a man whose life has been given to 
war, and if followed to their last analysis would take us back 
to the Dark Ag~s, when every man was a law unto himself and 
every clan believed that it had the right to depredate upon its 
neighbor. Mr. Chairman, I had rather believe that we are our 
brother's keeper. In equal rights to all men, the greatest good 
to the greatest number. In union of States, of hearts, and of 
hands. That patriotism, like ... OH1 Glory, not only should, but 
does encircle us in its folds. 

Mr. Ul\TDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman. I yield 30 minutes to 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FosTER]. 

Jlilr. FOSTER of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, the tariff question 
has been before the American people for years, almost since the 
foundation of the Government, and will remain a.n issue, as it 
necessarily must, as it is a question of taxation, until it is 
settled right and until it is placed on a proper principle of pure 
taxation for the support of the Government and not for the 
benefit of a fa -rored class in this country. 

In the campaign of 1908 the Republicans promised to revise 
the tariff, which led the people to believe that they intended 
to revise it downward, and the campaign speeches, especially 
in the West, led the voters to believe that the platform meant 
a downward revision. After the Dingley law had been in effect 
for 10 years the Republican Congress elected in 1908 undertook 
its revision in the special session of 1909. But when they had 
completed their work at the close of the extra session it was 
ascertained that the average rates were higher than the Dingley 
law, which h:id been in force since 1897. The people had asked 
for relief from high taxation upon the necessaries of life, and 
they were answered by a revision that continued the high, or 
higher, taxation as before. "They asked for bread and were 
given a stOne; they asked for fish and were given a serpent/' 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

During the consideration of the Payne bill the Republicans 
for the first time admitted that the tariff was a tax and the peo
ple must pay it; many of them had contended. before that time 
that if it were a tax, the foreigner pa.id it. The people of this 
country are too intelligent to believe the statement that high 
taxes are a benefit to. them. If they are intelligent enough to 
maintain the free Government that our fathers established~ they 
will not belie-rn your party when you tell them they can be 
taxed into prosperity in a tariff bill such as you gave them in 
19-09. .. 

There is an element of the Republican Party that believes 
that the promises made to the people should be kept, and they 
insisted that in the revision of the Dingley law duties should 
be reduced. After the Payne tariff bill had 00en in operation 
less than a year it became so apparent that prices had not been 
reduced on manufactured articles that there came a revolt of 
the American people at the ballot box in 1910. The friends of 
the Payne bill hop(tl that prosperity would return to the people 
after the passage of that iniquitous measure and that they would 
forget the broken promises, but the people had good memories 
and knew they had been fooled, so when the election of 1910 
came they did not hesitate to put out of power the party 
that had betrayed them as the money changers were thrown 
from the temple. 

A Democratic House was elected charged with the duty of 
revising the tariff in the interest of the people and not solely 
for its beneficiaries. In that election there were a number of 
questions which the people determined by their votes, but first 
and foremost that the tariff on the necessaries of life should be 
reduced below the rate of the Payne-Aldrich bill and the highest 
rate should be placed upon the luxuries. Articles in more com
mon use, those bought by people of limited means, should be 
taxed as little as possible, that the cost of living might be 
reduced. 

This Congress was called together in a special session by the 
President of the United States and asked to pass the reciprocity 
pact with Canada. No mention was made by the President of 
any other legislation. He failed to call attention to other r.buses 
in the Payne bill, among which is the woolen schedule, which he 
has said was indefensible and ought to be revised. The Demo
cratic m!ljority agreed with the President in the treaty with 
Canada ; but they go further and insist that the rates of the 
Payne-Aldrich bill should be reduced \1herever that can be done 
in the interest of the people and the condition of the Treasury 
will permit. Tll,ey have passed the free-list· bill giving the 
people relief on many of the nece SRries of life that are now 
controlled by the trusts of the country, which compel thf>m to 
pay exorbit:mt prices as tribute to their greed and selfi hness. 
The Democratic Party has always stood for the least pm~siblc 
taxation of the P€Op1e for the needs of the Government, eco-
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nomically administered, believing that all forms of taxation are 
more or less burdensome upon the people, which should be kept 
as light as possible. The Democratic Party does not believe that 
any form of taxation increases the prosperity of the people. It 
believes the ~wer of taxation should only be used for the sup-

. port of the Government, and they do not object to taxation for 
that purpose, but they do object to being taxed for the benefit 
of the privileged few. 

Democrats hold that it is wrong to tax one class of people 
for the benefit of another; they believe that every man should 
bear bis just proportion of the expenses of government, but 
should not be asked to contribute for the benefit of a favored 
class of citizens and which does the Government no good and 
only enriches a few at the expense of the many. This system 
of protection has so permeated the body politic of our citizen
ship that protective laws of every form have been proposed to 
give one person the ad·rnntage over another. Men come to Con
gress and ask that laws be passed that will enable them to 
gather from their neighbors a portion of their earnings to enrich 
themselves. 

The doctrine of " equal rights for all and special privileges 
for none " has been a Democratic doctrine for years, and it was 
no truer when it was uttered than it is at the present time. 
'The1·e never has been a better time · in the history of the Gov
ernment to put it into effect than now. Every individual citi
zen of our country should be given an equal chance with e·rnry 
other, and no law should be passed that bas for its purpose to 
take from the earnings of the one and put them in the pocket 
of another without giving anything in return therefor. Out of 
this sy tern of indirect taxation and the protection of a certain 
class of our country has also grown up the extravagant appro
priations and the squandering of the people's money. 

The people do not directly see the amount of taxes placed 
upon the individual articles which they are compelled to buy, 
and led to believe they are paying but little of the tax, and the 
object of protective interests has been to increase appropriations 
to such an extent that we must keep up this vicious system, 
under the plea that it is necessary to raise the revenue for the 
support of the Government All appropriations should be con
sidered as so much taxes upon the people, which must be paid 
by the producers of the country. 

We can not escape the fact that the wealth is produced by 
the labor of the country, so that taxation must, in the last 
analysis, fall upon those who are the producers, those who 
create the wealth. It is not contended that tariff taxation 
should be removed entirely, but should only be levied with the 
idea of securing revenue for the Government. Years ago the 
idea of strict economy in public affairs was demanded of the 
people's representatives, but I am sorry to say in the last few 
years there has grown up in this country the idea that what 
was secured from the National Government is so much gained, 
to which we have not contributed our part; that the money 
taken from the great body of the people is ceturned to them in 
increa ed wages for their labor and better prices for their 
products, and that they are thus compensated for the wrong 
done them by this vicious system of taxation. 

The majority on this side of the House has been intrusted 
with the responsibility of giving relief to the people from the 
burdens of taxation and to see that the expenses of the Gov
ernment shall be reduced so that in the end the producers may 
be relieved of any unjust burden of taxation, and we are en
deavoring to enact such laws as will give the relief that the 
people have asked for so long. No lobbyists, as was said of 
the last bill which passed Congress, have made this bill, but it 
has been made by the people. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

In writing the bill under consideration the Ways and Means 
Committee have made a new departure. The Wool Trust was 
not consulted about the preparation of the bill. The framers of 
this bill had in mind two very important things which have not 
heretofore been considered-the lightening of the burdens of 
the consumers and the needs of the Government for revenue
hence, for the fir8t time in a half century there is presented for 
the consideration of the American Congress a tariff bill not 
framed by so-called experts, the provisions of which are so plaiu 
and simple that the ordinary man or woman can understand 
them; a bill that should serve as a model for all future tariff 
legislation. 

No agents of the Wool Trust have had access to the Commit
tee on Ways and ~eans of this Congress that they might write 
the wool schedule. The committee has not asked, desired, or 
permitted them to do so. 

The reprehensible methods which have hitherto obtained in 
the framing of the tariff bills were exposed by the late Senator 
Dolliver, of Iowa, in a speech in the United States Senate June 

13, 1910. In that speech, one of the greatest ever delivered in 
the Senate, after showing how President Taft had been de
ceived and led to declare in a speech that the marked increases 
in the cotton duties provided for in the Payne law were ap
plicable only to the high-priced cottons used by our people as 
luxuries, Senator Dolliver said: 

No expert in the New York customhouse ever conceived this job I 
have referred to in this cotton schedule without the knowledge and 
consent of people standing behind the scenes. This very expert, who 
seem to ha e done the cotton business for us, is a veteran. He was 
just as helpful to you, my Democratic friends, In 1894 as he ever has 
been to us. He went home from the session that wrote the Wilson 
tariff law, boasting that he was the author of it. In the presence of 
one of the most distinguished citizens of Massachusetts, once connected 
with the Treasury Department, he stated with evident pride that he 
represented the textile industries of New England; that he had a con
tract with them that if he would drop bis business as general ap
pra i. er be could go with tte Textile Association with three times the 
salary of the office which the Government of the nited States had 
confided to him. This veteran expert helpetl the Republican side of 
the committee in 1897 in t he daytime and the Democ1·atic side of the 
corPmittee at night. He was a me senger between hostile camps. He 
certified to the Republican members of the committee that the sugar 
scnedule did one thing and certified to the Democratic members that it 
did another. Instead of being an expert, he i an employee, and be 
has come down now for nearly a generation, dominating the proc~ed
ings of Congress, telling everybody what ought to be done relieving 
even tl.Je great committees of their duty of investigation, writing these 
laws, and presenting to the American public a scandalous transaction 
such as I have exposed here to-day. 

He also said : 
If the committee does not have a care the public will get the impres

sion that the tariff was revised by its most intimate friends, and the 
defense of the performance left to a total stranger. It is probable that 
those who engrneered the tariff' bill through the two Houses indulged 
the expectation that the exact nature of the transaction. while it was 
going on, could be bidden by the intricate movements of the machinery. 
But it may well be doubted whether the most buoyant lobbyist about 
the Capitol expected that the bungling work of ongress, when known 
and read of all men, could be surrounded by such an array of bogus 
statistics and high official sanctions, disseminated ln speeches, in pri
vate letters, and by personal telegraphic messages throughout the 
country, as to very long conceal its actual operation from the American 
people. I do not propose tuat it shall remain the practice of the Re
publican Party if I can help it. I do not propose that tbe work which 
it ·brought here last summer shall be forced into the platform of the 
Republican Party and made a test of party fealty and party duty and 
party obligation. I propose that the job shall stand on its merits, and 
that the American people shall inquire to the full limit of their 
curiosity into every detail of the performance. 

Again, I do not like this idea of having customhouse officials, to whom 
most of us have never been introduced, write our tariff' laws. It hurts 
my pride to start with. Those who know us begin to see what n. 
bubble this Senate business is ; that the majority does not represent 
ideas-which my friend from Oregon [Mr. BOURNE] so well says is the 
one potent thing there is in this world-that its debates have no sig
nificance, that when you want to get anything done you send out to 
the custombou e and g-et an expert-a veteran expert, if you can-to 
fix it up. Well, I am tired of it, and I will tell you why. The veteran 
experts that are given carte blanche to fix up our laws do not appeal 
to me as they used to. Behind nearly every veteran expert that we 
have bad fluttering around here in recent years is the veteran manage1 
of the enterprise that is to be fixed. 

At another time be said: 
The refusal of Aldrich to permit a proper revision of tbe wool and 

woolen schedule, with its excessive rates upon the necessities of life, 
the consumption value of which amounts to over $700,000,000 per year, 
was without doubt the worst feature of Payne-A.ldrich tariff legislation. 

Mr. CLARK, the Speaker of the House, in his speech on the 
conference report of the Payne-Aldrich bill, read an article from 
the Washington Times in reference to the Payne-Aldrich tariff 
bill, page 4705, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 31, 1009, as follows: 

With the closing days of the tariff session in sigbt and ma;:iy of the 
schedules already agreed upon, scores of professional lobbyists are buy
ing tickets for home, the hotels are feeling the effect of the exodus, the 
expressmen are doing a land-office business, and Members of Congress 
are feeling some confidence in being able to leave their committee rooms 
without being held up every 10 steps by some one who wants to talk 
tariff. 

While there have been no scandals about the tariff lobbies, the lobby
ists have done enough entertaining to occasion the remark that " a 
pleasant time was bad." 

Some of the lobbyists have been in Washington since the day the 
Ways and Means Committee held its first public bearing. Some of 
them have devoted their entire time to one particular schedule, while 
others have been working for half a dozen interests. A few of t he 
lobbyists are lawyers, but most of them are either experts in a par
ticular line or are former employees of the New York customhouse, 
thoroughly familiar with the workings of the tariff. 

A former surveyor of the port of New York, who has been looking 
after schedules, bas lived at the most expensive hotel in Washington 
since last November. His expense account has been unlimited, his 
personal living expenses have cost him nothing, and he has been getting 
big fees. .. 

" When I return to New York," said this lobbyist, " I will be $30,000 
richer than I was the day Congress began tinkering with the tariff. 
So far as I am personally concerned, I would like to see Congress called 
together next October. One or two more tari.tr revisions wm fix me 
financially so that I will retire and live on my income." 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] . 
The free-hides lobby is generally admitted to be the biggest and most 

effective in Washington, but it is their boast that there is not a profes
sional in their ranks, and that their expense accounts will not show a 
single purchase of champagne. The smallest lobby in town is that 
conducted by Lucius Lltta.uer, the glove manufacturer{ of Gloversville! 
N. Y., and a former Member of the House, who has g ven his persona 
attention to the increased duty on women's gloves. 
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T11e bill now under consideration tc reduce the tariff upon 

wool a.nd woolen clothing is intended. to a1tord some relief to 
the people in one of the great necessaries of life. In the colder 
climates people are compelled to buy woolen clothing and 
woolen blankets to keep them warm, and, as a matter of health, 
it is essential they should supply themselves with such cloth
ing; and I was surprised at my colleague, the distinguished 
minority leader, saying that it was contended by some that cer
t:nin woolen clothing was unnecessary and unhealthful. 

You must remember, also, that the coal miners of the country, 
of which there are many thousands 1n the State from which 
the minority leader comes, must buy wool clothing. They a.re 
compelled to buy it. Let us help these men by giving them 
cheaper necessaries of this kind. We believe that it is the 
duty of the Government to reduce taxation upon these articles 
to as low a figure as possible to do in view of the eondition of 
the Treasury, 

When we look at the statistics and history of sheep raising 
and woolgrowing in the United States some peculiar facts are 
brought to our view. It bas been claimed by those who believe 
in a high tariff upon wool and woolen goods that it is -Of great 
benefit to the woolgrower and the wool manufacturer of the 
country. There is no doubt that, so far as the manufacturer is 
concerned, it has been of great advantage to him, as under this 
system the tariff has been prohibiti\e. When an argument is 
made upon the wool question it is pointed out that the decrease 
in the number and price of sheep and price of wool under the 
Wilson bill is an argument why a high tariff ought to be 
retained. 

The Republicans point to the era of depression from 1893 
to 1897 as the result of the Wilson bill, not recognizing the fact 
that the depression -0f that period began before the Democrats 
gained power and had begun to di!!appear before they went out 
of power, and that the depression was world-wide in all 
branches of trade. The Republicans use these stock arguments 
whenever a.s standpatters they are called on to defend the wool 
schedule. 

Our protectionist friends attempt to make much of the fact 
that a sharp decline in the price of wool followed the passage 
of the Wilson bill in 1894. They attribute that decline to the 
placing of wool on the free list, when the fa.ct is that the 
price oi wool began to fall below the general level of the prices 
which had prevailed for several years to 1885, but after a 
decline of 6 to 10 cents a pound 1n that year prices took a 
lower level, which was maintained till the financial depression 
of 1893 set in when a still further decline took place, until 
ln April, 1895, fine wool dropped to 16} ~ents a pound, the 
lowest price ever known in the eastern markets. Chester 
Whitney Wright, 1n his "Wool Growing and the Tariff," writ
ing of the e1Iect of the Wilson tariff law on the price of 
wool, says: 

The final enactment o1 this bill 1n AD.gust, 1894, bad but little e1'.l'.ect, 
Its expected passage and the general bnslness -depression bav1ng pre
viously made allowances !or it. 

Again, the increased use of cotton for dotb.1Dg had consider
ably to do with lessening the demand for woolen goods, and 
consequently lessening the demand for wool It will be ob
served that there a.re three gr"0at downward slides as to the 
production of the sheep and wool. but they are silent as to 
two of them, but proclaim loud as to that from 1893 to 1897. 
This happened to be during a. Democratic administration, and 
therefore charged to the reduetion of the tariff on wool. It is 
true that during this period there was a decrease of 9,500,000 
sheep, Qr more than 3,000,000 a year. But bow about the 
slide from 1885 to 1890? During this latter period the average 
dnty on wool was about 11 cents, or practically that of the 
Dingley law, yet we lost 18,000,000 sheep. It surely will not 
be contended that the removal of the tariff had anything to do 
with that. 

In the decline of the production of wool and sheep we find 
that, as stated, in 1903-1905 the number of sheep decreased 
19,000,000, or that in two years there was a reduction in the 
number three times as great as the loss when there was no 
tariff on wool and when the duty on wool under the Dingley 
law was 11 cents a pound, as it is to-day. It will'certainly not 
be denied that there are other causes which are shown by these 
figures which operate to decrease the number of sheep. Among 
these causes are winter exposure, scarcity of food, the depreda
tion of dogs, wild animals, and thieves, the high price of land, 
and the low price of wool. 

In 1895, according to the agricultural report, winter ex
posure killed off 2.9 per cent, or 967,000 sheep, while losses from 
all other sources was over 857,000. If we add these together 
we would find that the loss was 1,824,000, or within 100,000 of 
tho loss of 1896 over 1895. In other words, the low price of 

wool h!id little or no perceptible effect, as it was limited to 
less than one-third of 1 per cent. 

We hope to be able to show thnt the Wilson blll wss !lot 
respollslble for the fall in prices from 1890 to 1896. Souerback's 
compilation of prices on 45 staples for England, Prof. Conrad's 
compilation for Germany, the Bank of Japan for 40 stnples for 
Japan, and the compilation of Economic Re~earch for the 
United States show the change in prices of 1890--1900: 

1 Fall. s Rise. 

1890--1896 1897-1900 

Per c~nt. 
115 
123 
231 
123 

All of these countries, as we know, were on a gold basis. The 
United States had the advantage of high-tarllI legislation, yet 
all of them had a rise beginning in 1896, so that the cause of 
prosperity must have been something more than tarifl legisla
tion one year after the rise began. In Englnncl this rise in 
prices began in 1895, two years before the pas:...~ge of the Ding
ley law. The fall in prices in three of these countries began in 
1890, while the Wllson bill was not passed until 1894 nnd had 
nothing to do with the decline. 

The money question h.ad much to do with this world-wide de
pression. During the period the gold of the world was hoardro, 
and there is no doubt that the fall ot 15 to 24 per cent was due 
to the limited supply of gold, and the rise in prices was due 
largely to the increased production of the metal. It must not 
be forgotten that Russia had obtained $500,000,000 of the sup
ply o.t gold, which she hoarded and did not begin to pay out 
until 1897, when she returned $300,000,000 .again to circulation. 
Austria also hoarded gold from 1890 to 1896 and returned it te 
circulation in 1897. France, Germany, and England also pro
tected themselves by increasing their supply of gold from 188'7 
to 1896 more than had e,-er been done in "their history. 

We must not forget the fact that about the time that the gold 
began to be returned to circulation there crune a rise in prices 
the world over. It must also be remembered that there came a 
la1·ger production of gold in 1897. These are large factors 1n 
the rise and fall of pric~s all over the world. The rise and f:ail 
of prices for four years before a.nd after 1896 correspond to the 
rise and fall of the world's deficit and surpluses for the same 
quadrennial period. It is also true that the fall of prices of 
gold and the rise in prices of 1896-1899 to the fall ot that com
modity. There is no doubt had the Wilson bill continued to 
1899 there would have been the same rise in prices. It must 
also be remembered the prices began to rise in 1896, before the 
passage of the Dingley law, and that this increase of prices is 
entirely outside of the power and force of that law. 

It must also be remembered that the rise and fall of prices 
were world-wide during this late period, while the Dingley law 
of course, was only confined to the United States. It must not 
be forgotten that the increased production of gold effected this 
world-wide rise in prices, while the passage of the Dlngley law 
effected the creation of many trusts in the United States and 
this produced the rise in the American trust-made goods far in 
advance of the slighter world-wide advances. In England prices 
rose, from 1896 to 1897, Zl per cent, and in the United States 49 
per cent; and in 1908, 61 per cent. The English rise in prices may 
be fairly taken as a i·esult of the increased supply of gold and 
in our own country the increase would be divided as follo.;s: 

In-creasecJ prices, 1B uears. 
Per cent. 

Increase ~ United States prices----------------------------- 49 
Increase -dlie to gold supplY---------------------------------- 27 

Increase due to tarilf trusts in 1907 ------------ . ~ Which in 1908 had risen to ________________________ ::::=::: 34 

Market value of sh~ep imported into the United States in the 
market from when exported as shown by .Agricultural Year
book: 

Import prices per head. 
$3.78 
. 3. 66 

3. 25 
3.34 
2.65 
2.51 
2. 82 
3. 47 
3. 58 
3.73 
3. 58 
3. 44: 
3.42 
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Import prices per head-Continued. 1905 _____________________________________________________ $3.77 
1906 ________________ ._____________________________________ 4. 24 

1901----------------------------------------------------- 4.98 1908 ____________________________________________ _,_ _______ 4.82 

1969----------------------------------------------------- 4.~o 1910 ______________ _,_ _____________________________________ 5.52 

Prices of sheep ba.ve advanced all over the world from 18S7 to 
1910 irrespective of tariff laws. 

On the other han<L sheep for export brought excellent prices, 
as the statistics will show : 

El'J)port prices f)er head. 
1892----------------------------------------------~------
l~~~===:::::::=::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::: 1895 ______________ _,_ ____________________________________ _ 

ii~==:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::::~::::::: 
18t}9 _____ -1-----------------------------------------------
1900-----------------------------------------------------
1901---------------------------------------------1--------1902 _______________________ ~-----------------------------

1903-----------------------------------------------------1904 ____________________________________________________ _ 

1905---------------------------------~-------------------1906 ____________________________________________________ _ 
1907 ____________________________________________________ _ 
1908 __________________________________________________ ~_ 

1909--------------------------------------------~--------1910 ____________________________________________________ _ 

$3.43 
3.39 
6. 29 
6.48 
6. 26 
6. 27 
6.08 
5.96 
5.83 
i.49 
5.41 
6.03 
6.49 
6. 29 
5.64 
5.54 
5.83 
5.40 
4.69 

Beginning with 1894, export prices for American sheep almost 
doubled and held their rank for 11 years, when there was a 
Slight decline. 

Prices of wool. 
DUTY, 22 CENTS A POUI\l>. 

[Foreign prices are for washed wool, duty unpaid; domestic prices, New 
York.] 

Years. · 

1894 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1895 •••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••...••••••••••••. 
1896 ••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1897 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
18118 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1899 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1900 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
19()1 .. •••·••··••··••··••·•••··•••···•••••·•••••••·•••••·••· 1902 •••••••••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1903. ·•••·•••••·••••···•••••••••·••••··••··••••·••••••••··· 1904 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1905 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1906 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1907 •••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
1908 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• : ••• 
1909 •• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Foreign. 

Cents. 
20 
18 
16 
17 
19 
17~ 
23 
17 
20 
461 
53 
~ 
34 
36 
31 
26 

Domes ti..£, 
Ohio X.x. 

Cent.!. 
23! 
18! 
19 
24! 
29! 
31! 

.~ 32t 
. . :f. 27 

29! 
~ 32! 
l ·' 34 
~ 
34! 
34 
32! 
36 

It is clear that prices of wool were as low relatively abroad 
for the period 1894-1897 as they were in the United States. 

It is plainly evident that no duty whatever from 1894 to 1903 
was needed to protect American woolgrowers, but that notwith· 
standing this, the duty, or a part of it, was added to the price. 
The foreign price in 1903-4 was higher than the domestic. 
'1.1he foreign could not compete duty paid in 1905; the duty, 22 
cents, added to the foreign price, 19! cents, made 51! cents laid 
down in New York, against the home price of 35! cents. For
eign wool in 19-06, 1907, and 1908 was as high as domestic, irre
spective of d11ty. During the periods of two or three years 
natural law fixed foreign prices as high as, or higher than, 
our prices, during which the woolgrowers needed no protection. 

On first-class washed wool not on the skin the duty is 22 
cents a pound-a rate not justifiable by foreign prices. Domes· 
tic wool at all times could have held its own without a tariff 
of any kind. Domestic woolgrowers produce about two-thirds 
of all the wool consumed in the United States; the remaining 
one-third must be purchased abroad. The above ·table shows 
beyond peradventure that the woolgrowers of the United States 
not only have the domestic market, but can always have that 
market for all their goods, and can stand a material reduction 
in the present tariff laws. · 

American wool in the mark'.ets to;.day is selling for less, com
pared with what it might sell for, inasmuch as foreign wools, 
duty unpaid, are running at about the same price. 

It is contended by the opponents of free wool, and the op
ponents of this bill as well, that taking the tariff off of wool or 
reducing it tends to lower the price. A comparison of prices 
under the Walker tariff, that placed a 30 per cent tariff on 
wool, under the tariff of 1857, which placed wool on the free 
list, and the Morrill tariff of 1861, do not sustain this contention. 
During the life of the Walker tariff the average price of wool 
was 45.5 cents per pound and during the three years that wool 

was on the free list under the taritJ of 1857 the price was 44.6 
cents a pound, a decrease . of only nine-tenths of a cent a pound. 
[Applause.] 

It is true that a rise in the price of wool followed the enact· 
ment of the Morrill tariff law in March, 1881, and !r0m 1862 
to 1865 the average currency price advanced from 44.6 cents in 
1861 to 73.49 cents in 1885, or an average increase of 67 per 
cent. The ta.rift had little or nothing to do with this increase. 
The increased demand for wool to clothe one of the largest 
armies the world has ever seen during those years may llave 
had a slight tendency to increase prices; .but the truth is, there 
was very little increase in the price of wool during those years, 
when you reckon prices on the gold basis. That the prices o 
wool from 1862 to 1879, when the resumption of specie payments 
was d~cla.red, were inflated. prices, is shewn by the fact that the 
()i'ices of wool steadily declined from the average price for 
the three grades of 51 cents a pound in 1880 to 22.6 cents a 
pound in 1894, with the duty ranging from 42.60 to 108.24 per 
cent. 

This is more clearly shown by the following table, taken from 
the report of the tariff commission of 1882 (vol. 2, p. 2435) : 

.Average prices of domestic wool per pound. 

July,lS57- April, 1861-July, 
April, 1864· 
1861-
0old. Paper. Gold. 

July, 1864-April, 
1867. 

Paper. Gold. 

----------J-------------
Fine •••.••.••••••• ••••••••••••• 
Medium ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Coarse ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Gents. 
49.15 
42. 73 
33.69 

Cents. 
66.15 
64. 23 
57.15 

Cen.U. 
4.7. 73 
46. 73 
38.20 

Cents. 
75.54 
71.12 
65.00 

Cems. 
49.05 
"6. 01 
41.63 

An analysis of the prices in this table will show that, meas 
ured by the gold standard which prevailed in 1861, the net 
increase in the average price of wool during the Civil War antl 
the ll years subsequent thereto was only 3.71 cents per pound, 
so that the increased demand for wool occasioned by the war 
and the high protective tariff together advances the gold price 
of wool only 8/u cents a pound. 

If it were true that the woolgrowers are benefited by a high 
protective duty on wool, it is unjust to the consumers. who C?n 
stitute the greater part of our people. To show the mequality 
and injustice of the high protective tariff on wool and woolen 
goods, take the State of Illinois, which I have the honor to rep
resent in part. The amount of raw wool and its equivalent in 
fabric consumed by the people of my State during the year 1910 
amount to about 40,000,000 pounds, while the production of raw 
wool amounted to only 2,450,000 pounds, or slightly more than 
one-twentieth of the amount consumed. 

The average rate of duty for the same year on all classes of 
wool was 44.31 per cent, so that the 5,638,591 people of Illinois 
were taxed to the tune of $4,600,000 on raw wool alone, and in 
addition were taxed at exorbitant rates on the woolen goods 
they consumed. [Applause.] 

According to the census reports for 1910 the1;e are 250,853 
farms in the State of Illinois. Of this number only 26,240 made 
returns of sheep, so that only about one out of ten of the farm· 
ers of my State keep sheep on their farms, and these only keep 
them as a side line, for the purpose of consuming forage and 
roughage that other stock will not eat, and for their value for 
clearing up fields that have run to briers and undergrowth. The 
few farmers who keep sheep do not keep them for their wool clip, 
but for mutton, usually seJling their male lambs as soon as they 
are of marketable age, keeping the ewes for breeding purposes. 
The farmers of my district and, I believe, of the whole State of 
Illinois are vastly more interested in securing cheaper woolen 
goods for themselves and their families than they are in maintl:'!,in
ing excessive tariff rates on wool and woolen goods. 

The farmers of my district are intelligent men, who love 
justice and fair dealing, and none of them are asking or desir
inu that Congress shall enact laws that will give them an ad
va;tage over other classes of their fellow-citizens. I have not 
had a single protest against the passage of this bill from my 
people and I feel confident that my vote for this measure will 
receiv~ the hearty approval of an overwhelming majority, if not 
all, of my constituents, irrespective of their political affilia-
tions. [Applause.] · 

In this connection, Mr. Chairman, I desire to read to you 
what I consider one ()f the most remarkable statements that has 
been made in years in another body at the oth~r end of the 
Cnpitol. It is as follows: 

So, Mr. President, even though we were receiving no benefit from our 
present p1·otective duties the future Wf'lfare of .the farmers o! wheat, 
bar·ley, oats, and flax demands the maintenance of the present protective 
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law. That, Mr. President, ls what I have been praying for. I hoped to 
live to see the day-

1\Iark you these words-
when production of wheat in thls country mi~ht be a little less than 
the home demand, just sufficiently less to give the farmer the full 
benetl t of protectJon. 

I am surprised that there is any man who would stand in 
Congress and say that he hoped and prayed that a time might 
come in this fair land of ours when wheat and bread would be 
so scarce that in consequence the price must be raised because 
we are compelled to import it from a foreign country. Has the 
protective theory of our Government gone so far that protec
tionists pray that the bread which goes into the mouths of our 
people may be made higher in price by being taxed? [Applause 
on the Democratic side]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
!\Ir. FOSTER of Illinois. Could I get about 10 minutes more? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 

from Illinois 10 minutes more. 
Mr. FOSTER of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I am sure no farmer 

in all this land is offering such a prayer. He loves justice and 
fairness too well to ask such advantage of his ·neighbor, though 
he does want the best price for his products to which he is 
justly entitled. He is tired of being compelled to sell the prod
ucts of his farm in competition with the world and to buy the 
necessaries of life for himself and his family in a restricted 
market; and each time he makes a purchase ~e is compelled 
to unjustly girn up a part of his earnings to the protected 
interests. It is unjust and unfair to the farmer, and I for one 
am here to protest against such treatment. What I do want, 
and what I insist on, is that the producer shall have fair treat
ment. He wants no more, he should have no less. [Applause.] 

The reductions of duty under this bill and placing articles 
on an ad valorem rate certainly is an improvement over the Payne
Aldrich bill, because the duties on all wool and woolen goods 
are at least 50 per cent less than under the law now in exist
ence. The letter of Edward Moir, from which l\Ir. MANN, the 
distinguished minority leader quoted the other day on the pend
ing bill, says : 

Special privilege was written into the tariff bill in 1867, and by 
shrewd manipulation has been continued by the Republican Party in 
the revised Schedule K. 

The duty on yarn of 30 per cent is certainly a great reduc
tion over the present duty, which amounts to 82.38 per cent; 
that on cloths, knit fabrics, and so forth, a reduction from 97.11 
to 40 per cent, will give relief to the people under the Payne 
tariff. On blankets and flannels composed wholly or partly of 
wool from 95.57 to 30 and 45 per cent is a reduction that will 
certainly be appreciated by the buyers of these articles. When 
the gentleman from lliinois [Mr. MANN] talked of the tariff of 
45 per cent upon women's and children's dress goods he seemed 
to lay some stress upon the. statement he made of the taxing 
of these necessary articles 45 per cent, and in that way tried 
to cover up the fa.ct that these same articles are now taxed 
under the Payne-Aldrich bill to the amount 102.85 per cent, a 
saving of m_ore than 50 per cent upon this class of goods under 
the bill now under consideration. 

The woman who goes to the merchant to buy a woolen dress 
for herself or children will certainly be thankful that she is 
not robbed of the extra $4.50 out of every $10 purchase she 
makes. On ready-made clothing and articles of wearing ap
parel the reduction from 81.31 to 45 per cent will certainly 
be appreciated by the people who buy this class of goods, and 
it must be remembered that those who can not afford to pay 
$40 or $50 for a tailor-made suit must depend upon the ready
made clothing for their supply, and I am sure this class of people 
will not forget the fact that they were taxed this extra amount 
under the present law. [.Applause on the Democratic side.] 

On webbings, goring, and other articles enumerated under 
paragraph 9 the reduction from 87.6 per cent to 35 per cent will 
relieve the Woolen Trust of a portion of its protection, which 
it now enjoys at the expense of the American people. The large 
reduction on "the different class of carpets will be of benefit to 
those who buy this class of goods, and will enable the American 
people to purchase carpets, rugs, and so forth, from 10 to 35 
per cent less than they are now able to do. So, considering this 
bill from the interest of the consumer. those who are compelled 
to buy of the class of articles enumerated in this biii, there 
is certainly relief to the people from this unjust taxation and it 
takes away from the Woolen Trust the right to exploit the 
American consumer. 

The Democratic Party has stood, and still stands, for the 
principle of the lowest possible tax on wool and woolen goods. 
This has been a cardinal principle of the party, on account of 

the almost universal use of this commodity, that they should 
be. taxed as little as possible so the people who are compelled 
to buy may not be subject to the demands of the trust. The 
party does not believe that it is right to tax a person who is 
compelled to buy a blanket to keep him warm, more than a 
hundred per cent, or a suit of clothes, which he is compelled 
to buy for himself or family, of several times the value of the 
wool that enters into its manufacture. 

The poor of this country, who have shivered in the wintry 
winds, will be thankful that they are able to buy woolen 
clothes at a reasonable price, and not be compelled to pay tribute 
to the Woolen Trust of this country. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] These trust magnates, who are ever ready to 
contend for the right by law to put their hands in the pockets 
of the people, remind me of a story of one member of these 
protected industries, who had his picture painted and called 
in his friend to examine it. There was a finely painted picture 
of the man standing erect with his hand in his pocket, and, after 
viewing his friend's picture for a few minutes, he was asked his 
opinion of it. He replied: "It is a good likeness of you, but , 
there is just one thing wrong; you haT~ your hand in .Your 
pocket, but, to make it natural, you ought to have your hand 
in some other person's pocket." [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

This bill may not meet the expectations of all men who be
lieve in lower taxes on manufactured woolens or free wool, but 
it does reduce very materially the tax on these articles. When 
wool is reduced from 44 per cent per pound to 20, it is a ma
terial reduction, and the average reduction of manufactures of 
wool, reduced from an average ad valorem duty of 90.10 per 
cent to 42.55 per cent, will give some relief to the buyers of this 
class of goods. As Democrats, let us not forget our promises 
made to the people to reduce taxation on the necessaries of life 
that the burden of the people might be as light as possible and 
that the highest tax should be placed on the luxuries. 

The last platform of the Democratic Party declared we were 
for a gradual reduction of tariff taxation to a revenue basis. 
We are not going to forget our pledges to the people. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] We propose to go on and re
vise the whole Payne-Aldrich tariff law until all the schedules 
are brought to a revenue basis. Having put our hands to the 
plow, there will be no turning back.. [Applause on the Demo
cratic Ride.] For the Democratic Party to hesitate or falter in 
its purpose to reduce taxation, to put a stop to the reckless 
and unneces"ary expenditure of the people's money, would be 
to show itself unworthy of the high trust and confidence reposed 
in it by the people. The Democratic Party has turned its face 
toward the pole star of freedom, and with the old Democratic 
shibboleth of "equal rights for all and special privileges for 
none" emblazoned on its pure white banner it will rally to its 
sacred cause the men and women of this land who love liberty 
and justice, and in God's own good time it will deliver this 
Government from the hands of the spoiler and the greed of the 
privileged few and place it again in the hands of the people. 
Then will this Government be conducted in the plain, simple, 
frugal manner in which it was conducted by the Democratic 
Party for more than half a century, during which period mil
lionaires were few, tramps were unknown, and there was no 
such thing as enforced idleness in all the land. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] And when that glad day shall come and 
justice resumes her sway, every man will be secure in the en
joyment of his earnings, and be able to live "under his own 
vine and fig tree, with none to molest or make him afraid." 
Then will the justice and righteousness of the principles of pure 
and unadulterated Democracy be crystallized in the Constitution 
and laws of our country. Those principles which will be living, 
vital principles when-

The sun grows cold, 
And the stars are old, 
And the leaves o! the Judgment Book unfold. 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
When these glorious principles bear their full fruitage in 

the legislation and administration of the affairs of this Govern
ment, and the burdens of unjust and unequal taxation are 
lifted from th~ shoulders of the millions who toil and produce 
the wealth of this country, then will justice and freedom and 
Democracy hold sway, and" the glad time will have come that 
was foretold by the Hebrew Seer-

And they shall build houses, and inhabit them : and they shall plant 
Vineyards, and eat the fruit of them. 

They shall not build, and another inhabit; they shall not plant and 
another eat. 

[Prolonged applause on the Democratic side.] 
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Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I propose to discuss the bffi 
[applause] now pending before the House-if it is pending, and 
has not already been acted upon [laughter on the Republican 
side]-and shall make, preliminarily, some reflections upon the 
business of the House as it has progressed thus far, as to which 
our friends on the other side of the aisle are patting themselves 
on the back and telling what a good record they have made up 
to the present time; and after that I propose to discuss the 
present tariff law; and when I am discussing that, so far a.s I 
have time, if there is anybody on that side of the Honse who 
Ifuows anything about it, I would like to have them ask ques
tions; and even if they do not know anything about it, I would 
stm like to have them ask questions. [Laughter and applause 
on the Republican side.] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, our friends on that sid~ are telling us 
what a wonderful record they have made. Well, they have 
passed a joint resolution to amend the Constitution with respect 
to the election of Senators. I voted in this House for such a 
joint resolution-not precisely like this-on three different oc
casions, when nearly all of the Members of the House joined in 
voting for it. But there was no "joker" in the joint resolution 
that we proposed. We did not amend anything else than the 
Constitution. This House passed a law, a sort of corrupt-prac
tice act, in relation to the election of Members of the House, 
an amendment to the bill that we proposed a year ago in this 
House, and sent it over to the Senate, requiring the publication 
of campaign expenses as applied to Members of the Honse; and 
then the next day you provided for the election of Senators by a 
popular vote, and also provided that Congress can not regulate 
or require publicity or do anything else with reference to the 
honest election of United States Senators. 

Now, if they can get any sati.sfaction out of that, if there is 
any reason in nil that why they should refer to it as a wonder~ 
ful record, they had better make the most of it speedily, be
cause the truth will get out and will get after them in a few 
days, and the country will see what a perpetual humbug all 
legislation of that kind is, proposing to do something and then 
nullifying it. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

That resolution will come over here from the Senate-it is 
here now. It will have to be acted upon by the Honse in .a few 
days; and I shall look at the roll ca.ll when we come to the vote 
to agree to the Senate amendment, because th~y have left in the 
Constitution the power for Congress to pass a corrupt-practice 
act in reference to senatorial elections if this amendment carries, 
and I want to see how many men there are on that side of the 
aisle who voted for a corrupt-practice act in regard to Members 
of the House who will vote to prohibit the Congress of the 
United States from passing a coTrupt-practice act in regard to 
the popular election of Senators of the United States. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] Well, they passed the reciprocity 
bill-

Mr. GARNER. Before the gentleman goes to the reciprocity 
bill, will he yield for an interruption i 

Mr. PAYNE. Certainly. 
Mr. GARNER. Did the gentleman from New York vote for 

the resolution offered and passed by the Honse, amending the 
Constitution, providing for the direct election of Senators? 

Mr. PAYNE. I have voted for it in three prior Congresses. 
As the gentleman knows, I was unable to be in the House at the 
time that resolution passed at this session of Congress. I have 
voted for such a resolution three times since I have been in 
Congress. 

Mr. GARNER. A number of gentlemen on his side of the 
House did vote for the resolution, and I did not know that they 
had the custom of voting for things that had jokers in them. 
The gentleman says this had a joker in it. 

l\fr. PAYNE. Sometimes, when we have a Democratic House 
and a Republican Senate, it is well to get the resolution over 
to the Senate, in order that it may be put in proper shape. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] So these gentlemen were 
entirely excusable for voting in the way they did. 

But you passed the reciprocity bill. You have passed what 
you call a free-list bill. You have sometimes had the courage, 
to say nothing about the lack of discretion, to call it a farmers' 
free-list bill. I suppose that is because the farmer's meat is 
put on the free list, not only as to Canada where it is not now, 
even under the reciprocity arrangem~nt, but as to the Argentine 
Republic, Australia, New Zealand, everywhere where they 
raise beef, and can raise it more cheaply than we can in the 
United States. 

Well, if you a.re disposed to do that, I am perfectly willing 
you should, but think of the amazing effrontery of saying that 
it is a farmers' free-list bill. [Applause and laughter on the 
Republican side.] 

Did the farmers want it? Did the farmers ask for it? WhY. 
do you call it that? Well, of course, I am not in the councils 
of the Democratic Party, but I can see what is going on. There 
is some resentment amongst the farmers about the reciprocity 
business. You have henrd of it. I also have heard more or less 
about it. About the time you began to hear that, and it wns 
eoming in here, and you had in mind thiB free-list bill, you 
dubbed it a farmers' free-list bill for the purpose of fooling the 
farmers on that subject. Well, when the farmers get hold of a 
question and settle it by reflecting upon it in their own minds, 
they generally settle it right I mean the real farmers. I do 
not mean the fellows who sit down <>n a sug., r barrel in the 
grocery store and discuss public questions while their farms are 
going to rack and ruin; I do not mean the far.mer who leaves his 
tools out during the winter because he has not the energy to put 
them under shelter, or has not had the energy to provide shelter 
for them; but I mean the real, hard-working, thrifty f.armer. 
When he stops to rend and think, in the winter evenings, he 
may not have anything more than a weekly paper from which to 
get his news, but when he comes to his final conclusion he is 
generally right about it. He may be led away by fake publica
ti-0ns for a while, but he gets around to the real thing before 
he gets through, and when any party starts in to gain popul:irity 
and win the vote of the farmer by proposing things that would 
not deceive an ordinary 12-year-old child, we will find, when it 
comes around to election day, that the farmer has not been 
fooled by the operation. 

What is there that you have done at this session of Congress 
that you pride yourselves on? I know you talk about tho 
splendid record of this Congress, but what have you reullY. 
done that entitles you to anything on that record? You havo 
passed that free-list bill, and there is not a man on either side 
of this Rouse who can tell anywhere from $15,000,000 to 
$50,000,000 what the cut will be in the revenue on account of 
that free-list bill. No such crude measure was ever brought 
into the House by any party as that bill. 

You tied yourselves up in advance in the caucus. I heard 
some man shouting this morning about how you had gotten rid 
of the one-man power in this Congress. It does not make any 
difference whether it is one man who enforces the rules in the 
Speaker's chair, who appears in the open and whose acts and 
deeds are known and read of all men, or whether he pull .. tho • 
wires that eontrol the caucus, and the caucus votes blindly, 
without knowing what is in the bill, and especially without 
knowing what is the effect of the .bill, to stand by it to u man 
when it comes into th·e House, and not -vote for any amendment, 
no matter how ridiculous the amendment offered shows the bill 
to be. You call that ridding y<mrselves of the tyranny of your 
leaders. 

You criticized us in the years past for coming in nere with a 
rule and having a five minutes' debate on a tariff bill, and allow
ing amendments proposed by the committee first to be consid
ered, and because we did not get through with the entire read
ing of the bill under the five-minute rule. 

How much better is it for you to discuss a great bill like this 
wool bill for four hours in caucus and having four hours' de
bate in favor of the proposition, and giving five minutes' debate 
against the proposition, and then agreeing in caucus to stand by 
that bill! 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PAYNE. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of ColoradD. I wish to correct the gentleman 

from New York, because in the caucus the arguments and dis
cussions occupied 10 hours. 

Mr. PAYNE. I accept the amendment; and still th~re was 
five minutes for the opposition. I have understood that my 
friend from CiOlorado did not stay during the whole time of the 
eaucus. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado~ I beg the gentleman's pardon; I 
was there all the time. 

Mr. PAYNE. Did not the gentleman walk out! 
Mr. RUCKER of. Colorado. No; I did not walk out. [Laugh

ter on the Republican side.] 
Mr. PAYNE. Was the gentleman carried out, or did he roll 

out or how did he get out? [Laughter on the Republican side.] 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I wish further to correct the 

gentleman, in that the caucus did not bind every l\Iember on this 
side. I think the gentleman will remember that I was the only 
Member on this side who was permitted to offer an amendment 
of free ment to the provision of the bill, which I did, .and was 
the only Member on this side who voted for it. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I am learning something; I did 
not know anything about that. I am glad there is one mau on 
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the whole Democratic side that still does his thinking under his 
own hat and carries his conscience with him, even into the 
sacred precincts of the Democratic caucus. [Laughter and ap
plause on the Republican side.] That may be a good way to 
legislate, but I do not believe the people of this country are in 
favor of it. I do not believe the people of the country think 
that you are redeeming your pledges of free discussion and de
liberation here and allowing every man to do as he pleases. 
What difference does it make if the caucus, at the dictation of 
one or two men, makes up the legislative program and sits down 
on any fellow that proposes anything different? 

Mr. GARNER. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PAYNE. In a moment; I will yield as I go along. How 

about that situation over in Atlanta? I understand the Govern
ment has turned over some real estate to the city, and the city 
has built a courthouse, or a city building, on this Government 
reservation, and a Member from down there is not allowed to 
bring up a little bill to remove the Government exclusive crimi
·nal jurisdiction on that little parcel of land so that the people 
who put their money into the county building may be able to 
hold court there. 

Are you proud of that thing? Have you the pride to go 
before the American people and tell them honestly about it and 
say, "Look at us; we have fulfilled our pledges to the American 
people"? [Applause on the Republican side.] 

You brought in the wool bill. How many agreed to it? I do 
not mean now, but when it was first proposed. How many of 
you agreed to it then? How many of you wanted a bigger duty 
on wool? How many want~d an absolutely free w-ool bill? It 
was reported that a majority of the Democratic members of the 
Ways and Means Committee, a majority of four, were in favor 
of free wool. They finally yielded. Yielded to what? What 
is the infiuence behind this duty on wool? Are you advertising 
that you are trying to appear so prettily before the American 
people, so nicely and so divested of everything that you have 
been ranting about for the last 10 years on the stump, that the 
American people will put you in full possession of the Govern
ment in 1912? You are on your good behavior. Twenty per 
cent ~uty on wool now. Some of you can not help flopping over. 
I believe the caucus allowed you to speak when you got into the 
House. How many came in and said this is only a step in the 
right direction, and you hoped to get down to the Democratic 
idea by and by? 

. Are you trying to justify what that great Democrat from 
Lincoln, Nebr., said about you-masquerading? Not only 
masquerading, but derelict to principle. He said he does not 
believe that you can fool the people. Well, Mr. Chairman, he 
ought to know-he has had ample experience. [Laughter.] 
He doe~ not believe that you can fool the people by any such 
moonshme as that. He has learned something from bis ex
perience-why do yon not try to learn something also? Why 
_do you not bring in what you actually believe? Why do you 
not allow your people to vote as they actually believe? Why 
do you shut out my colleague from New York [Mr. IlARRrsoN], 
who is a member of the Ways and 1\feans Committee? He is 
brimful of this subject of free wool. Why not let him in on 
this d~bate? Whr close it. up to-night? He might tell you 
something about it. He might hold up the Democratic plat
form. He might hold up the Democratic bills that . YOU put in 
one after another when you had a chance of passing them in 
the House, and that you have passed in the House. Be might 
tell you some wholesome truths on the whole subject Is there 
any suppression over there? Is there any idea of tyranny or 
are you afraid? Well, you are about as free as the whlte 
slaves we hear so much about. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, will the gen
tleman yield for a question? 
- Mr. PAYNE. Certainly. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Does not the gentleman from 
New York, the distinguished ex-chairman of the committee, 
reali7.e that the Democrats have settled their differences on this 
question in caucus and are all going to stand together on this 
bill in tbe House? 

Mr. PAYNE. Why, 1\fr. Chairman, I do not realize that they 
have settled their differences. They have had their differences 
of opinion for, lo, these many years, and they have their 
thinking machines with them. They have not settled any
thing. They want to get this bill through; they are told it is 
p.olitic to get it through, and they are yielding their principles 
to the policy of the thing because some gentlemen at home have 
told them that it would ruin them, and that it would ruin 
their State if they did not do something about putting a duty on 

wool. There is my friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER], who 
rose to ask a question a short time ago-

Mr. GARNER. And the gentleman from New York declined 
to yield at that time. 

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, I did at that time, but I said I would 
yield later, and I desire to yield to the gentleman now. 

Mr. GARNER. The gentleman from New York continues to 
criticize caucus action on the part of the Democrats in this 
House. I want to ask the gentleman if he is opposed to party 
caucus? 

Mr. PAYNE. Not at all. 
Mr. GARNER. Why does the gentleman continue to criticize 

the thing he has advocated himself on his side of the House? -
Mr. PAYl\TJD. Well, I am criticizing it because it shows that 

the Democratic Party, divided about equally on, this question 
are swallowing ·their convictions now-not so much the caucu~ 
do I criticize, but the reason that you give and that crops out 
here as to why you take this action. 

Mr. GARNER. The reason we gave was that under your re
gime, under a Republican House, you had a one-man caucus 
where under a Democratic House we have a 227-man caucus'. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Well, and one man pulls the lever and you all 
follow. [Laughter on the Republican side.] Now, the wool 
question is a warm question with my friend from Texas [l\lr. 
GARNER]. He has a lot of sheep in his district and a lot of 
shepherds, and while the sheep do not vote down there I sup
pose the shepherds do. Why, it would crucify him to vote for 
a free-wo'11 bill. I bet you he told you so. [Laughter.] Try 
to fool those people down there in Texas with a free-wool 
bill! I do not know but in principle he believes in a duty on 
wool. I do not know but in principle he is a protectionist on 
wool, but I do know where his interests are, and that is for a 
duty on wool. Well, you have to have a duty on wool I suppose 
to get the boys together, not for the purpose of protecting 
wool Oh, no ! The distinguished gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. UNDERWOOD], whom I do not see in his seat now, in his 
speech of delayed publication in the RECORD, as I recollect it, 
said that there was not any line of protection for the wool or 
the wool industry in this bill. It was especially divorced from 
that. My friend from Texas [Mr. GARNER] will not circulate 
that speech in his district-that speech of Chairman UNDER
WOOD. Oh, no ! He will confine it to the speech of the gentle
man at whom I am looking now, and from him 'get speeches to 
serve out as the proper pabulum for the people down there in 
his district. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, they even had to tag this bill when they 
brought it in here. There was the other gentleman from 
Texas-and I am sorry I do not see him here now, because he 
told me the other day that he wanted to be here when I made 
my speech. Well, I am here and he is not, but in his absence 
I will have to speak about some things that occurred when the 
bill came in. The gentleman from Texas [l\fr. BURLESON] was 
asking unanimous consent to have a resolution read so as to get 
it in the RECORD. He said it was short, and so forth and no 
objection was made to the resolution and it was re~d. The 
Clerk read as follows : 

Resolved, That. t~e bill revising Schedule K, as presented to this 
caucus by the maJor1ty members of the Ways and Means Committee is 
not to be construed as an abandonment of any Democratic policy. ' 

What in the world did you put that in for? Did you have 
the idea. anybody would construe that as an abandonment of 
Democratic policies? If you did not, why did you put it in?' 
Oh, I Jrnow confession is good for the soul, but why not make 
an open confession? Why subject yomselves to the charges that 
are coming from that great Democratic organ which is published 
at Lincoln, Nebr., about your bad faith-how you are going to 
fall to fool the people on this proposition? Why, you confess 
that it is against Democratic policies by the very language of 
this resolution, and I have here very competent authority, the 
chairman of that caucus, that this resolution is "God's truth." 
I think that part of it by way of confession is. You are aban
doning Democratic principles and policies. 

But in view of the Democratic platform demand for a "gradual re
duction" of the taritl' and of the depleted and depleting condition of 
the Public Treasury, a result of Republican extravagance a tari.Jf of 20 
per cent ad valorem on raw wool is now proposed as a rev'enue necessity. 

Mr. PAYNE. I would like to ask the gentleman from Texas a question. 
The SPEAKER.. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to the gentleman 

from New York? 
Mr. BURLESON. Certainly. 
Mr. PAYNE. Was it stated in that meeting yesterday that there is 

now a surplus for this fl.seal year of frem $3,000,000 to $4,000 000 in 
the Treasury? ' 
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Well, I dld not look at the daily report for tw~ or three Why, you made BURLESON believe it in that caucus. Of 
days, but there was $8,000,000 surplus in the Treasury accord- 1 course. I assume the chairman of the Ways nnd Menns Com
ing to the Treasury rep-0rt of that day. mittee made the same statement he made to the H<>use a few 

Mr. Bur:.LESON. I do not recall that any statement of that ~ha.raeter dill's afterward~ because he made it over at the time he made 
was made. his spee~ ruid. he seems to be reflecting on it ever since he 

:Mr. PAYNE. Was a statement made. that tfie Treasury was $20..00~000 mad& his STIDech.. r Applause on the Republican side.I 
better oft' to-day, or, rather, the 31st daJI ot May-- , .I!'"' 11. 

Mr. BURLESON. Nor 
Mi: PATh'E (eontinning). Than it was a y~ar ago? 
Mr.. Bun.LE:SO::i. No; th.eJre was not a single erroneous st:ttement mad~ 

during the entire caucus proceeding. [Applause. on the. Deinoc.r.n.tie 
side.] 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, in that connection I ask unanimous eon-sent 
to print the Treasury statement of May 31, in o.rder th~t the gen"tlettl.en 
on the. other side Clay ha>e exactly the official in!.otmation which I Wa.1$ 
trying to- give the gentleman from Texas by a question, but it- appears 
he would not accept it--

lli. RGRLESON. ML Speaker, I j-0ln in.. tbe request in erder- that the 
statement of the gentleman trom New Yol'k may be thorough11 r~
futed. 

Mr. GARNER, Mr. Speaker, I demand the regular order. 

I began to have cold chill~ because. I did not know but the 
sheep in M.r. G.A.l?NE&'s district were going to cut off the 
truth-

Mr. PAYNE. I would like to get that eonse:nt, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. If the gentlemn.n from New Yo.rk will sUBpend, the 

Chair will endeavor to get the consent. Is there objeetion to the pnb· 
lication of the statement which the gentlemm from New York men
tio11ed? [After a pause.] The Chair hears noner and it is 20 ordered. 

The statement follows. 

H.tcttement of tke United States Treu;sury at. erase of btisiness, May U, :W-11. 

REOJIY.I.'S A.ND IHSBURs.m.IENTS., MAY at, 1911-

(Excl'usive of postal revenues and disburs-ements, exceIJt postaI deficiency.) 

' Thfsdil.y. 1 This month. 

Ordinary receipts and dis?mrsements~· 

Thf.s month last 
fiscal year. 

Thl3 fiscal year To this daw l'il.St 
ending lune 30, fiscal year. 
1911. 

Receipts~ . 
CustoIDS - · -· • -· ••• ·- •• ~- •• -· ••• -··· •• ~. •O ~- •• .,..._. ·-·-. ••• • sssa, 099. 20 
I'nternaI revenue-

$24, 013, 286. 02 $23, 010 I 989. Z3 S289, 487, sro. fr! $305,124, 965. 02 

Ordinary ... _ ..•.••.••••••••••••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••• ~· 400, 275. 00 21,855, 740.91 
895i28&.59 

21,, 702, 565.15 261, SZi, 939. 58 
• 8, 241, 127. 92 

242,413, 127. 31 
696, i05.30 ~~~a:~.:~::::::::::::.:.~::::::::::::::::~:::: 5,2~~~it~ 141, «JS, 131.2ll I 

489,271.80 
6,405,oo?. 74 54, 830, 384. 44 44,158,960. 23 

1-------+------"--------~---~---1·------~ 
Total ........................... -· •• r. ••••••••••••• : • • •• • • • • • 6, 761, 127. 45 61, 232, 443.. 73. 51.J 608, 383. 92 614, 3.83, 445. 81 592, 393' i51. 86 

DJsbursements-
Civil and m.iscellaneons •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• -····-· 594,~97.49 15,320,007.29 13, 584, 595. 46 f 162,WS, 710.32 156, 7.77' 391. 38: 
War ......•..•.•.. -··· ••••••••••••••••••••••••• ··~ •••• •WO••·-· 729,628.19 ll, 864, 109. 81 10~598., 514. 30 148, 049, 425. 97 144, 672, E44.18 

~~:: :.::::: :: ::::::::::::: ::::::::::: :: : :.-: :::::: :: ~: ::: 4, ~k~~ . 9, 475, 439. 56 8, 679, 309. u 109,821,8411. 78 112, 382, (i7<f, 25 
5,836,319. 97 4,017,313.53 19,286,313.fil 16, 4!17, 113. 72 

14, 367, 455. 64 14,:309,208.56 li6, 245, 2'.U. 61 us, 833, 544. 75 Pensions ••..••.•. _~········ ••••••••••••••••••••••••..•••••..••••• -· ••••••••.•• 

~~~~~~~Ka "&ilt:::.:: :::: : : :.:: : ::: : ::::: ::: : ::::::.:::::: : : :: :: :: : : :: : : : : : · 1, 035., 192. 00 ....... _ .. __ . -· -·--· -· 1,040,004. 74 9, 495, G28. 45 
1,976,867.94 1, 954, 760. 31 21,210,62i.55 21, 207, 544.19' 1>-------1-------1-------...._------1-------

59. 876) 352.. 21 609,871, 740.92 6, 392, 9.2o. 52 
L~ repayment of un~nded ba.Yances •••••••••• _. ••••••••••••••• i-_a_,129_,_455._82_1-------·1---------·-------i·------

53,143, 701..271 oos .. 15!1_.156.00 
4-,202 72.. n 3,967,998.~ 4, 9U4,030. 07 651,625.lti 

Ta.taL...... _____ •••• -· •• •• r·-·· ~·· ·- r•·. - · -••r• ·-·••un -~~··. oo, oos, 353. ss I 48, 119, rn. zo. I 001, ror, 531. 4.t 605, 668' 8\,8~ 21 

Excess> of ordinary r~e1pts. over ordinary dJs.bmsements •••••••••••••. 3, 4.W, 662. 75 5,324,089.8.51 3, 428, 112. 72 I 6,875,914.371 113~275, 110,35 

t Exee$ of disblll'Semenf.s aver receipts. 

Surplus (as above) May 31, 1911 ....................................................... ·-· -··----~~-···--··'"---····~··-····· .. ·--~-··-····---·· $8,875,914.37. 
Detlcit (as above) May 31r; 1910 --···~·····-·~-- ·-··· --~--~--····· •• -- • -···-· •••••••••••••••••••••• ········-·-·-······· ·······-··~···· ................. 13, 275, 110. 35 

ll.r. DA.LZllLL. Mlt. Spen.k:er~ I would like- t0> ask th~ gentleman a. 
guestion. 

Mr. GAR1''ER. Now, Mr. Speaker--
The SPEAKER. The- time- of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Bum.ESOB] 

has exptred. 
Mr. MAsN. Mr.. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that his. time max 

be extended for five minutes. 
Mr. GARNER. Mr. Speaker, r object. 
Mr. MA.NN. Oh, h14 ha, ha. 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, did any gentleman rise in his place: and 

object? 
The SPEAKE.B. Yes; the gentleman from Texas [Mr •. ~"U:ll} was 

standing in th.e a.isle when he opjeeted. 
Mr. PAYNE.. The gentleman froin Texas, [:Mr. G.AllN.EB]? 
The SPEAKER. Ye,S. 

Well, I think everybody understands the Treasury statem·ent 
in the House- now; even Mr. BURLESON, of Texas,, the- chairman 
of the caucus,, I thin.14 understands it now. If they do, tt is 
hardly worth while to mention it now. If they do not under
stand lt, I commencl them to page. 1720 of the CoNGBESSIONAL 
RECORD that they may see the statement on that date, and if 
they do not get it into th~ir understanding the first time~ why 
try the dully statements of the Treasury as they come out and 
see if you cnn not understand them The statement made yester
day was that we are $24,43.7,570.93 better off. than we were a 
year ago on that date, and whjle we have that dclicit ot 
s12,ooo,ooo for u year ago at that date, but a surplus of 
$15,806,328.94. at the end of the fiscal year, June 30,. 1910, it 
looks as though I put it a little too low when I suggested that 
the surplus at the end of this ~seal . year, Jnne sol will be 
$35,000,000. If the eorpora.tion tax is paid in thi$ year as 
promptly as it was last year, it will be $4.0,000,Q()() surplus at the 
end of the year. [Applause on the Republican side.] Now, why 
did not some of you peo.I>le challenge that statement when it 
was made ID. the caucus thnt there was a deficit 41. the Treasury, 
that there was going to I>e a deficit of $50,000,000 at the end o:f 
this year, some of you people who wnnt free wool? I do not 

2.0, l.51, 024. '13 

see my friend from New York on the Ways and Means Commit
tee. Of course he knew about these daily statements. I sup.
posed that all members of the committee took these and ex· 
amined them from day to day a.s they had the time to do so~ 
why did not the gentleDian. state that in the caucus? 

An honest statement in the caucus as to the surplus woulCI 
have defeated this "hypocritical" caucus. resolution1 and this' 
bill would never have received a two-thirds vote. 

Why did he not state that in the cauc~? Was it because you 
only ha.d 5 minutes' debate on the side of free wool and 10 hours 
on the other side? Was that the reason of it? Could you not 
get the time? Why let the Democratic Party go wrong? Why: 
not let them hunt around for another reason and not put it 
all on the deficit in the Treasury and the necessity for getting 
revenue in order to save that deficit? Why did you not do it? 
You do not seem to be very anxious to answer--any of yon. 
Did you not know it? Was that the reason? Di<l one man fool 
this whole caucus with a Treasury statement? How much bet
ter it would be for you to bring in a Wll here and learn some~ 
thing, even if you had to learn it from this side of the House, 
rather than make such an egregious blunder us that and herald 
it to the country. It shows the necessity of having two parties· 
shows the necessity of party consideration and opposition in de· 
bate; shows that you might have learned something even from 
Republicans if you had stopped and hearkened long enough, be
cause you ha:ve learned it now. You all understand it now, and 
you are all looking forward and anticipating the time when you 
will meet your dear c.onstituents, and they will want to h.'UOW 
why, when this tax of 20 per cent was put on wool and they did 
not get it on. the free list in the caucus, you did. not dispute the 
statement about the $50,000,000 deficit that was going to happen 
on a Treasury statement. O~ what a sorry spectacle you make. 
And still in the face of all of it, like the animal that is fir st 
cousin to tile Democratic Party, you parade a.round in a lion's 
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skin and sayr "What bold people we are and what a splendid 
record we are making to go before the people with." [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

You even fooled the college professor over here in New Jersey, 
:who is and wants to be a presidential candidate, into believing 
you have ma.de a good record on the wool question, however 
mueh he may have been bound up in free wool, as he was against 
the initiative and the referendum and the recall until he saw 
the sudden light tha.t gleamed from the White House a few 
months ago and found ther.e was good in all things. I think it 
was. on his western trip that he discovered that. I do not know 
.whether he saw the light or whether he listened with his ears 
and the bee got buzzing in his bonnet and whispered to him how 
nicely " President Wilson " would sound to his family and his 
friends and himself. And he went back on the reason that he
ha.d given, against his whole life record, in favor of this initia~ 
tlve, referendum, and recall 

Now, gentlemen, of course, if you are proud of all of this 
thing, I have. not anything more to say. If you glory in your 
shame, an r can do is to expose the shame and let you go on 
and have the glory. But you will get the ashes of disappoint
ment when the people get hold of what you are doing and get 
after you, aa they will, and see thll't your record was simply 
moonshine or worse and that you are trying to deceive them, in 
the language of the greatest Democrat who lives to-day. [Ap
plause on the Republican side~] 

Weil, Iet us get at this bill. . 
Mr. :MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield for a question 'l 
Mr. PAYNE. Yes. 
Mr. MONDELL._ The gentleman from New York is certain 

that the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD} did make 
the statements in regard to the Treasury condition that he :re
fers to in the House? 

Mr. PAYN.Er Oh, certainly. The gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. [Mr. DALZELL] the other day had the Official Reporter's 
notes, and read them to the House, and I do not know whether 
the gentleman from Wyoming will ever read them anywhere 
else or not [Laughter.} 

U1:. MONDELL. I asked the question, Mr. Chairmanr be
cause I have been reading the RECORD very diTigently evei: 
since that time, and have not been able to find them in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. PAYNE. I do not know anything of whe1·e they are. I 
have not the slightest knowledge: on that subject, whatever sus. .. 
picion I may have. 

l\fr. MONDELL. The statement was undoubtedly mad.e1 
Mr. PAYNE~ Oh, certainly. 
Mr. MAJl.i~. Will the gentleman yield for a questi-On? 
l\Ir. PAYNE. I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 
Mr. MANN. The gentleman has had very long service in the 

House. Can the gentleman recall heretofore a time when the 
opening speech upon a tariff debate was not published until 
after the bill had been passed? 

Mr. PAYNE~ No. I recall a number of speeches that were 
pretty lengthy which were put 1n. the REconn next morning 
after they were made, and weeks before the bill passed the 
Rouse. I remember one speech of mine of nine hours and a 
half that, I think, got into the next day's RECORD, although it 
took two days for delivery. But then there had not been any 
blunder pointed out in. that speech about the depletion of the 
Treasury [appl:wse and laughter on the Republican sid.e]-u 
statement $85,000,000 out of the way. I am not saying that 
the speech was perfect, but still I do not know that any question 
was ever raised concerning the speech or respecting any state
ment contained in it. But whether it was or not, there was not 
any such blundeJ: as that in it, or any such reason as that for 
keeping it out of the RECORD. 

I do not say thut there is any such reason in this case. The 
gentleman from Alabama is a friend of mine, an intimate 
friend ot mine; and I like him very much. He has a good deal 
of sense, and sense on the- tariff question. I supposed he knew 
more about the daily Treasnry reports: I am disappointed in. 
him in that. And I had supposed he knew more about the con
struction of a ta.riff bill than that. But I remember now that 
he never had any hand in the construction Of a ta.riff bill b~
fore. The Republican members of the Ways and Means Com
mittee made the McKinley bill, the Dingh~y bill, and the present 
bill; and, if I remember eorrectly, the gentleman from Ala
bama was not here when the Wilson bill waS' under considera
tion. If he was here he was not a member of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

I was disappointed when I looked over that :free-list bill, 
when I looked at the language that was employed, the terms,, 
the indefinite terms, the chance to drive a four-mule- team 

right through any of the provisions when the goods got into 
the customhouse, if they ever did get in under a bill like that. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairm:m, does the 
gentleman from New York yield? 

The CHAIR.MAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield 
t<> his colleague? 

Mr. PAYNE. In just one moment~ yes. Why, l\Ir. Chairman, 
the hardest workr the most exacting work in the formation of 
a tariff bill is to study the language in its provisions, in view 
of' the industry, in view of the manufacturing, in view of how 
it will be interpreted by the courts, so that the- bill will be 
interpreted as meaning just what the committee that framed it 
means; and weeks and months have been spent in studying 
these questions· on all the three bills with the constructfon of 
which I was intimately connected. 

Now I will yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. HARRISON ot New York. Does not the gentleman from 

New York think that the fact that the gentleman from Ala
bama.,. as chairman of the Ways an-d Means: Committee, ha:s 
been actively in charge of all the debates. on the floor of thiir 
House ever since the day hen he made his speech a few days 
ago fs a sufficient excuse, by reason of his duties in the House, 
for his not having had time to revise his remarks? 

Mr. PAYNE. I am not criticizing him, All I can do is tO' 
say to my friends on the other side that I have had eharge 
of this debnte on this sfde, rrnd if r had made the opening 
speech I would have had plenty v-f time to correct my speech 
and put it in the :RECORD the n-ext d:ry. '.rwo years ago I had 
charge of the tariff bill and made the opening speech, and: my 
recollection is tlrat I published it in the next day's REcrom> 
after the speech was- dclivered. I am not finding fault with the 
gentleman from Alabama. In fact, if I had made that speech 
of his,. I think I would never publish it in the REco:&D at all. 
fLaughter and applause on the Republic3jl side.I 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. The gentleman will admit, 
at any rate; that there is suffieient excuse without his going 
to the length of imputing an unfounded motive- to the gentle
man from Alatm:ma? 

Mrr PAYNE. I do not know what peculiar experience the 
gentleman from Alabama has ha-0. In what the gentleman 
from New York states there is not sufficient excuse; but there 
may have been a number of other duties for him to perform that 
I dO. not know anything ab"out, and the gentleman from Alabama,. 
occupying the re,sponsible positions of chairman of the. Ways ancJ 

. Means Committee and chairman o:f the committee that peddled! 
out the selecUon of members of the committees of the House, 
has been peculiarly busy, and he ha:s shared the responsibility
! assume- he has; I have not been to any of their conferences
with the Speaker of the· House in formulating the plans of 
the Democratic Party in OTder to give orders to the Demo
cratic caur.us as to wb:i.t they should do, and has been sus
taining those. ordel's as well as Ile could in debate in. the 
Democratic caucuses. [Laughter on the Republican side.J I 
do not recall, however, that there have been many Democratic 
caucuses recently. There was one Democratic caucus the other 
night, but it lasted only a few minutes. I saw one of my 
Democratic friends go to it and retum in a very short time. 
It hardly seemed any time at all after he went mvay before 
he returned. There was only one Demoeratic caucus helcT 
since the gentleman's speech was ma.de. Now, I hope I lliLve 
answered the' gentleman's question_ 

The- gentleman from Georgia. [Mr. BRANTLEY], a member 
of the Committee on Ways and l\IeanSt introduced the Walker 
tariff into the diseussion and spoke about the wonderful pros
perity of the country under the Walker tariff, and: he attributed 
it all,. by implication, to the Walker ta11ff. Well,, the country 
was prosperous in ai way. Prices were good, people were mov
ing West, and people bought farms, building up the f'a.rming 
indllStries in the West. 

Sheep did not thrive amazingly, but some of them survived. 
There was the Crimean War, which made a market for farm 
produce for three or four years during the period of the Walker· 
tariff. My friend from Georgia [Mr. BRANTLEY],, generally a 
learned man, had never read of tha4 or he forgot to mention it 
in his speech, or perhaps it did not chime in and would have 
been a note of discord in his speech if he had mentioned it. 
During the early years of that tariff we had the Mexican War, 
and that made a great demand for American goods and Amer
ican foodstuffs. 

Then gold was discovered in California in 1849. You all know 
about that. Even those who were not born in 1849 know that 
from reading it in. history. That added to the wealth of this 
country. Great heavens·!. something had to add to it; because o:f 
the- drain on the resources of the country under the Walker 
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taritl', I have a iittle statement here showing something about whom you can nominate, and he will be the one-man power in 
that drain. that convention, although his presence is not here, and he could 

.The Walker tariff went into effect December 1, 1846, and was not be the one-man power in your caucus, owing to the exigencies 
succeeded by another tariff of similar import, with some changes, of the occasion. 
with lower ad valorems, July 1, 1857. Why, Mr. Chairman, it is as necessary to have wool and sheep 

In the first fiscal year of the Walker taritl', while it had been in this country as it is to have battleships. [Applause on the 
a law only seven months, there was an excess of exports over Republican side.] This is no new discovery of mine. The 
imports of $34,000,000. That excess had been running for sev- statesmen of the past have always declared. that principle. 
cral years, and the balance of trade was in our favor, and even There have not been many who dissented. from that. When 
the Walker tariff, in the first seven months of its existence, had driven to the wall, their claim has been that sheep would wear 
not entirely wiped it out. If it had not been for the Walker out their rivals, on lands that were valueless, tended by shep. 
tariff, the balance in our favor that year would undoubtedly herds to whom 10 cents a day was a big wage, and would exist 
ha ·rn been larger. in this country without any protective tariff on them. But they 

In 1848 the balance was the other way, and it continued the do not dispute that sheep are necessary to put an army in the 
other way e1ery year that the Walker tariff was in ex~stence · field. Why, it is as necessary to have Army blankets as it is 
for the next 10 years, and the total balance of trade agams~ us to have guns and cartridges. The enemy may pick oft' some ot 
for the 10 years was $291,000,000. [Applause on ~e Republican the men with guns, but without good woolen blankets in the 
side.] If it had not been for the gold that came m, we would cold winter, colds, pneumonia, and all such kindred diseases will 
have been bankrupt to pay our debts abroad for the goods that pick off a mighty sight more men than the guns of the enemy 
we were buying. Of course, we were not paying the same ex- will · 
pense then for the carrying trade, because we were getting a We must have wool. How shall we get it? Well, we have bad 
good deal of it in our own bottoms and our own people got the a duty on wool from the sixties on. You say the schedule is 
money, but this $291,0~,000 was a dead loss, a giv.e-away from not right. I never concealed my opinions about the wool sched
the resources. of the Nation, and h~d to be made up m some way. ule. They were known two years ago. I wanted to revise and 
The Califor~ia gold. helped to ~o it. . equalize the wool schedule, equalize the duties. I was not able 

But notwithstanding the Crimean War and the great exports to carry it through. We took some evidence on the subject. 
of food~tuffs. and farm products wasted in that ~reat war, t~ere Mr. HULL. Will the gentleman yield? 
was still this enormous balance of trade agamst the Uruted Mr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman from Tennessee wait for 
States of imports over exports. about five minutes? 

On the 8th day of December, 1857, at the close of 11 years Mr. HULL. I wanted to ask the gentleman a question right 
of the Walker tariff, .Presid~nt Buch~nan, in his mes~ge to on that point. 
Congress, took an entirely different view of the prosperity .of l\Ir. PAYNE. I have just opened a sentence on that point 
the country fron;i that pr~sented by_ the_ gentleman from Geor¥ia. and I may cover the ~ole subject. 
Buchanan was ~-th~ midst of things and had the responsible Mr. HULL. I wanted to inquire if the President was cor
duty of commumcatmg to Congress on the state of the coun- rect in his statement that it was through the influence of the 
try. This is the gloomy picture he presented on the state of woolgrowers and the woolen manufacturers that the schedule 
the country in that message: was not revised. The gentleman says that he was desirous of 

We have possessed all the elements of material wealth In rich abund- revising it but was prevented. 
ance, and yet, notwithstanding all these advantages, our country in its M PAYNE I ·ld h · t ld th· tl ll b t th t monetary interests is at the present moment in a deplorable condition. r. · wou ave o e gen eman a a ou a 
In the midst of unsurpassed plenty in all the productions of agricul- if he had waited a minute. We took considerable evidence on 
ture and in all the elements ef national wealth, we fipd our manufac- the wool question. Here is the volume on wool, 800 printed 
tures suspended, our public works retarded, our private enterprises W h d 1 h · d · 1 b 
of difl'erent kinds abandoned and thousands of useful laborers thrown pages. e a ong earmgs, an nme vo umes were pu -
out of employment and redu'ced to want. The revenue of the Govern- lished, and in those hearings we gave pretty full consideration . 
ment, which is chiefly de_rived from duties ~n imports from abroad, has to the wool question. After the people who derured to come 
been greatly reduced, whilst the approprlatwns made by .congress at its before the committee had been heard I subpcenaed people who last session for the current fiscal year are very large m amount. ' 

Under these circumstances a loan may be required before the close of did not d,esire to be heard. I summoned experts in order to 
your present session:. but this, although deeply to be regretted, wo?ld get their knowledge on the subject of wool and the wool duty. 
prove to be only a slight misfortune when compared with the suffermg f t' · t k t h I 
and distress prevailing among the people. With this the Government I spent a great deal o une trymg o wor ou a sc ~dule. 
can not fail deeply to sympathize, though it may be without the power was not like my friend from Alabama; I could not do it in 

This, it will be observed, follows closely upon the termination two .or three weeks. I was not like any member of th~ Dem?-
of the period under the Walker tariff. cratic ca.ucus; I could not understand the whole busmess m 

Pt'ior to this and when the taritl' of 1846 had been in force one evemng. I am slower of thought than that. I worked it 
for six years, President Fillmore called attention more explicitly out. My idea. was to put the specific duty on t:~1e an;iount of 
to the Walker tariff and the manner of its operation in his an- scoured wool m the fleece the same as we put a specifi.c duty 
nual message sent to Congress in 1852, when he said: on the poun~s of lead in ore or the J?Om:~ds of sugar with the 

In my first message to Congress ·1 called attention to what seemed suga~ and dirt together that comes with it. ~ha~ would ma.ke 
to me some defects in the present tarifl' and recommended such modifica- a uniform duty on the wool. That would rid it of any m
tions as in my judgment were best adapted t~ remedy the evils and equalities that there were in the schedule. Inequalities exist. 
promote the prosperity of .the country. NotJ:img ha~ since occur~ed but not to the extent that the public or some Members of Con-to change my views on this Important question. Without. repeatmg . . . . . 
the argument contained in my former message in favor of discriminat- gress belleve. But there were some mconsistenc1es, some dif
ing protective duti~s, I deem it my duty .to call your attention to one ferences in duties. I could not convince my colleagues that I 
or two other ~ons1deratlons afl'ect;fng this subject. The first is the was right We had not time to get the evidence on the sub-effect of large unportations of foreign goods on our currency. Most of . . 
the gold of California as fast as it is coined finds its way directly to ject to clearly present it; enough to satisfy me, but not 
Europe in payment for goods purchased. In the second place, as <?Ur enou.,.h to satisfy others. What other reasons there were for 
manufacturing establishments are broken down by competition with · ~ · t th d t' f th d ty G d k · I d t foreigners, the capital invested in them is lost. Thousands of honest votmo agams e re uc I?n o e u • o nows, . o no.· 
and industrious citizens are thrown out of employment, and the farmer But I know that they claimed that they had not sufficient evi
is to that extent deprived of a home market for the sale of his products. dence of it to reduce this schedule. 
In the third pl~ce, the destruction of manufactures leaves.the. foreigner You know that they were men that wanted light· they were without competition in our markets, and the consequent rise m articles . . ' . 
sent here for sale is now seen in the increased cost of iron imported not like you people on that side, who can take up great m-
from England. dustriE:s involving $400,000,000 and with a single dash of the 

I sometimes think you gentlemen never would glory at all in pen, without thinking and without knowing, and not requiring 
Robert J. Walker if it was not for the fact that it has been so evidence of any Ta.rift' Board or data, dispose of it at once; 
long since you have bad any glory on that side of the Chamher. they were men who wanted to know the facts. 
We took charge in 1860, and we have been doing business ever We had a gigauJ:ic undertaking on our hands; we had the 
since, except the little time that you had Grover Cleveland, and whole tariff business. The country had grown in size, and the 
most of you have not sense enough to be proud of Grover Cleve- number of people who wanted to be heard was large. We 
land. [Applause on the Republican side.] Some of you ap- heard several times as many people as ever were heard upon 
preciate him, some of you cuss him even to this day; but when any other tariff bill. We took more evidence than was ever 
;,rou point with pride you go back to 1846 and shout "Robert J. taken before. I challenge any man on that side of the House 
Walker!" who is a candid man-and I assume that you all are candid 

There was a time, not many years ago, when Cleveland was men-to read carefully through that evidence and say that the 
triumphant, that you pointed with pride to the great leader chairman of that committee, or the majority members of it, did 
there in Nebraska. Not as many of you point with pride to not try to get at the truth, no matter who appeared before 
Bryan now; but still everybody knows be will write your next them or what kind of cross-examination it required to worry 
platform ·when it comes to the convention, and will tell you the truth out of them. 
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Still we did not get all of it I had made up my mind before 

that that if we could have :notice that a revision of the tariff 
was coming, that the best way to gather evidence was fo.r the 
Ways and Means Oommitt-ee to form a sort oi tariff boal;'d 
under their instruction and their guidance and employ experts, 
have the money to do it with, get the statements from all parts 
of the earth and tabulate them and find out what the cost was. 

But we have heard a great deal of hypocritical talk aboqt 
getting l\t the e.x:aet cost, saying that it is all different in dif
ferent factories. Of course it iS. It depends somewhat oh the 
element of chance, just as it does in selling articles. The force 
of labor may be weak in insisting on its right, and .the em
ployer may be strong and sturdy in his position. All men are 
not alike in buying in the open markets. There is just as mucb 
diff orence between the buyer and the seller as there is between 
the employer and the employee, and yet we have no difficulty in 
getting at the market price of commodities that are sold in this 
country. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Does the gentleman recollect 
the extraordinary confusion that existed during the debate on 
the rel!i.procity bill wherein the different market prices in the 
same commodities in a chain of cities on the same paraTiel 
varied from 10 cents to 50 cents? 

.Mr. PAYNE. The gentleman was not here during the reci
procity debate, but he has some .knowledge and information 
on the subject, and while the locality may have a different price, 
and it may 'be dear, yet there is no difficulty in getting the 
_general price in the country, and all our market reports are 
founded upon the aggregation of the general market. I want 
to illustrate th.at idea a little further. I live within 7 miles 
of a village connected with my home city by trolley, and meats 
.sell for from 5 to 12 cents a pound less in the village than 
they do in my city. The first markets in the city, the central 
markets, will charge for the choice cuts of meat 5 .and some
times 10 cents a pound more than you can buy them for if you 
go out into the outskirts where they do not have much demand 
for the choice cuts, where they sell the rough meat, and, on the 
other hand, the rough meat is in greater demand at those places 
in the outskirts. Of course there are differences of that kind, 
there are differences in the different factories in the same city, 
but to get the general trend of the market, to get the general 
trend of the prices of labor, especially where the general trend 
shows that the wage is twice as much in this country as in 
Great Britain, or three times or two and a half times as much as 
it is in Germany and France, is a comparatively easy matter. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. And assuming that the 
gentleman is correct, that you can get a general price on such 
a commodity as meat 'Or we will say corn or wheat or something 
o:fl which the price is fixed in a general world's market, how 
'does that apply in ascertaining the difference in the cost of 
production at home and abroad of a hat or a necktie or a pair 
of sleeve links? In other words, the gentleman convicts his 
own party of having produced an unscientific theory of fixing 
the rates. 

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, we hear a great deal of bosh, and it is bosh. 
about a scientific adjustment of the tariff, as though you could 
take a pair of apothecary scales .and measure out these 
schedules. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Is not that what your plat-
form calls for? 

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, no. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. Why not? 
Mr. PAYNE. It does not say anything about apothecary's 

1icales. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. It says something about the 

difference in the cost of production at home and abroad, which 
is a thing impossible to ascertain. 

Mr. PAYNE. It certainly does say something about the dif
ference in the cost of production at home and abroad, and that 
can be fairly ascertained; but you can not obtain it down to a 
mill or the fraction of a mill on a pound of stuff. 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Having ascertained that dif
ference in the cost of production here and abroad and added on 
a reasonable profit for the manufacturer, is not that a pro
hibitive t.a.riff'? In other words, what is there to induce the im
portation of goods? 

l\fr. PAYNE. Why, it simply puts our people on the same 
plane as those across the water. If the gentleman calls that 
prohlbitive, he has a different idea of prohibition than I have. 
It is competitive. [Applause on the Republican side.] · 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. What is it that induces the 
importer in this country to import anything if we have entirely 
offset the difference in the cost of production here and abroad 
and then added on a reasonable profit for the manufacturer? 

Mr. PAYNE. Why, some people will give more for some 
things than for another. Some people want imported ~oods, 

and they will :§>RY a larger price than they g~t the :honie goods 
for. There are all .sorts of inducements. You have got to go 
into the workings of the human mind to find out why a man 
wants to pay -anything at one place or another. [.Applause on 
the Republican side.] 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. It may be that that is true 
as to fancy or . freak ·urticles that some people may desire for 
special reasons. At the same time, are not general importations 
ex<!luded by such a method of tariff adjustment? 

Mr. PAYNE. Why, no. The goods will be dumped on us 
when they get an opportunity. We cut the duty down on shoes, 
and we cut it down, as the gentleman knows, as low as it ·ought 
to be, and possibly a little lower, and you come in here with 
your fake free-list bill and try to m"Ske a little party capital. 
Why, you are trying to get onto every band wagon that comes 
along. 

When the department starts in on a trust some Member rises 
up and wants to investigate, and tries to appropriate a part of 
it to himself when the Government has done the business. 

Mr. FOWLER. Will the gentleman from New York yield? 
Mr. PAYNE. If the gentleman can contain himself for a 

moment. Now, I have seen illustrations of that right here in 
this session of Congress-regiments .of them. People hear some
thing is being done and bring in resolutions to inves'~igate. I 
remember the other day talking to the Attorney General, and 
he said he had a letter of inquiry, or something of the kind, 
from the House about certain matters. Why he did not prose
cute a criminal in one case, and he .said he wrote back that 
he had the parties indicted son:ie two months ago. In the other 
case 'the question was asked why he did not prosecute, and 
he said suit had been commenced. You are trying to jump on 
the band wagon all the time. But, gentlemen, you have got 
to do lots of work; you have got to do some real business; you 
have to come out and show what your principles are that the 
people will recognize them as Democratic principles, and then 
if they approve them-your course and principles here-they 
will ratify you. But you are not going to carry another elec
tion on false pretenses. [Applause on the Republican side.] 
Now, I yield to the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FOWLER. Did you not dev-elop before that committee, 
so far as the manufacture of boots and shoes is concerned, that 
the American manufacturer, if he had free hides, could compete 
with the world in boots and shoes. 

Mr. PAYNE. Well, there were two or three gentlemen who 
testified to that, and, as I recollect, they all came in the next 
day ~nd took it back. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. FOWLER. Did not one of them say that the world 
would be a "cinch" for the trade if you gave them free hides? 

Mr. PAYNE. I do not remember any such language in refer
ence to it [Laughter.] But I will tell the gentleman for his 
consolation, if that will do just a§ well, that one of the manu
facturers said he could compete with anything beneath the 
sun, as I recall the expression. I am perfectly willing to admit 
anything that was said, but, of course, I am not bound by what . 
was said there. I will only admit what they said. 

Mr. FOWLER. If I should read from those tariff hearings 
that the gentleman did say that the world would be a "cinch" 
it would be true that that developed in the hearings, would 
it not? 

Mr. PAYNE. I assume the gentleman can read correctly. 
Yes. [Laughter.] 

Mr. FOWLER. I mean that it would not be manufactured 
if it is read from that report? 

l\Ir. PAYNE. Oh, no. 
Mr. FOWLER. Well, I will read from it in my speech, if I 

have the honor to make one. 
Mr. PAYNE. And if I have the honor to listen when the 

gentleman refers to it in his speech, I will know whether it is 
read correctly or not. Now, Mr. Chairman, we did cut down 
those duties. We did not take them all off, but we gave them 
free hides, and what is the result to-day? Since that two 
years have passed the American Shoe Machinery Co., in this 
country, where we make the best in the world, have taken their 
machines to Germany and England and put them in there, and 
put people in there to instruct their people how to use those 
machines and how to make the shoes, and they ha\ e taken 
American lasts, and they are making shoes over there, and the 
factories of England have their agents here for the convincing 
of retail dealers of shoes in America, getting into our market, 
and bringing them in competition, as my colleague said, al
though we had tried to make up the difference between the cost 
there and the cost bere in our tariff bill when we adjusted this 
duty. The trade is shrinking, and some of those people are 
getting alarmed about it, and none of them to-day would go in 
before the Ways and Means Committee and say they could 
stand free shoes. Most of them would try to demonstrate by 
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facts and figures that the duty was too low now. I trust they 
wm get along with the duty ns it is. Of course they will never 
get the "fake free-list bill" into law, and they will not be put 
on the free list. That is a matter that will not come to pass, 
because the people do not believe in destroying the shoe in
dustry in this country, that wonderful industry that employs 
so many people [applause on the Republican side]; yes-and I 
will say in the presence of my friend from New Jersey-brings 
so much happiness to the homes of the American people. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Will the gentleman yield, 
though not on that particular point, for a question? I would 
like to ask the one-time chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee, which considered the Payne-Aldrich law, on what prin
ciple they dealt with the file schedule? I suppose the gentle
man has as much time as he desires, and therefore I will tres
pass on his patience and state this circumstance a little fully. 
I remember being in the Ways and Means Committee room 
when a gentleman who has a factory in my district stated that 
he was paying a high price for his steel rods or other raw 
material that he used in the manufacture of his files. He said 
he did not complain about that. He said he paid more than the 
foreigner had to pay; that he paid high wages in this country, 
which I from personal investigation know to be true; hf' does, 
I think,. pay good wages,. as wages go in the file industry; that 
he was then able to ship those files abroad and pay a tariff 
to get into the German market and there sell in competition 
with the under-paid labor of Germany, taking into considera
tion at that point the fact that the German got his raw mate
rial much cheaper. But he was demanding right at that very 
hearing a 200 per cent tariff up<;m a certain kind of file that he 
said he was unable to make in this country :with 100 per cent 
duty. Now, the committee, as I remember, cut his duty in 
half, but still left it prohibitive, and I would like to know on 
what theory the Ways and Means Committee dealt with that 

, schedule? 
Mr. PAYNE. There was no 100 per cent or 200 per cent 

duty. The chairman of the committee learned something in 
reference to the matter of files from the statement that had 
been made, and with the permission of the committee he sub
pamaed the manufacturer, and cross-examined him for a long 
time. He was not from the gentleman's district. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. He has a factory in my dis
trict. 

Mr. PAYNE. Is that the Providence man? 
Mr . . HUGHES of New Jersey. Yes. He has a factory in my 

district. 
l\lr. PAYNE. He had a number of factories. He made his 

statement, and it appeared to me the duty ought to be reduced, 
and the committee agreed with me and they reduced it. 

l\fr. HUGHES of New Jersey. And still left it at a prohib
itive rate though. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. I do not think it was prohibitive, because files 
were already brought in in quite a quantity under the former 
duty. The duty was not prohibitive. I want to say to the 
gentleman that the bill went to the Senate, and they increased 
the duty, and we compromised it in the conference committee. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. It is still, according to his 
statement, a highly prohibitive duty. And I maintain, accord
ing to the hearings before your own committee, and according 
to the information elicited by the gentleman from New York · 
himself, that this man was abundantly able to compete with the 
cheapest file manufacturer in the world, and under the tariff 
was getting a· much higher price in this country than he sold 
for in Germany. 

l\fr. PAYNE. He said in regard to it that he adopted the 
policy of hiring some college graduates and sending them to 
the different countries to try to get in there with files, and he 
had built up considerable of a trade-I do not remember how 
much, but not a very large one, but a considerable one-and 
that the expense of selling was so great that he could not get 
his files in there and make anything. That was the gist of his 
evidence on that. · 

Mr. FORDNEY. If you will permit me, my recollection is 
that the record will show, that he stated that what he was sell
ing abroad he was selling at a loss . 

.M:r. PAYNE. He said it had not been profitable. I have not 
looked at that evidence for two years, and I can not state defi
nitely about it. It is difficult to recall just what the facts were. 

The gentleman refers to that law as the Payne-Aldrich law. 
I think I ought to say right here it was named the Payne-Aldrich 
law because it was known that the Senator from Rhode Island 
was in favor of a higher scale of duties than the "gentleman 
from New York," the chairman of the committee, and that was 
done in view of the general talk all over the country to in every 
way possible throw suspicion upon the bill itself. If I may say 
s~. I was intimately connected with three tariff bills-the Mc-

Kinley, the Ding1ey, and the present law-and the Se:iate 
made less inroads on the bill as it left the House-I mean the 
present law-than they did either on the McKinley or the Ding
ley law. It is due to the committee of the House and to the 
House conferees to say that much. So far as I am concerned 
myself, I do not care a little bit. But if I could get the people 
to understand and read the record of that law, as I shall pre
sent it later on, that would be the height of my ambition. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. I think that everybody i will~ 
ing to admit that if the gentleman from New York had been 

· permitted to have his own way we would have had a much 
better tariff law than the present one. [Applause.] 

Mr. PAYNE. I thank the gentleman for his compliment and 
I hope he is right. 

Now, Mr. C~airman, why was this 20 per cent duty put on 
wool in violation of the platform and policy of the Democratic 
Party? There must ha"\'e been some reason for it. Why was 
it? Is Mr. Bryan right about it? Does any man dare say he 
is not right about it? Why, I see my distinguished friend, the 
Speaker, is here. [Laughter and applause.] I think I will say 
it, now that he is here-I would not say it in his absence-that 
I have been looking over the census reports on sheep, and I 
find that while the number of sheep and· lambs in the United 
States has fallen off 0.0312 per cent, yet in l\Iissouri the number 
has doubled. Of course, I understand the sheep have been 
driven down there from States farther west because of failure 
of pastures, but the failure seems to be owing largely to the 
fact that the upper countries are being divided up and put into 
forest reserves, and all that sort of thing, and they are not 
available longer for pasture . The farmers of Mis ouri, nl
ways interested in wool, are getting more and more interested, 
and this year they are more interested than they have e-ver 
been. 

Missouri has gotten into the habit of voting the Republican 
ticket occasionally. [Laughter on the Republican side.] I do 
not know whether the sheep are allowed to vote there or not. 
They have been electing Republican governors in Missouri, and 
if they did not put all the Republican majority in one district, 
and if there was a fair distribution of districts, the Republicans 
would elect a majority of the delegation from Missouri to this 
House. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. BARTHOLDT. Right you are! 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri rose. 
Mr. PAYNE. Now, I am not going to accuse the Speaker 

[laughter]--
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 

from New York yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield 

to the gentleman from Missouri? 
Mr. PAYNE. Certainly. 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like to ask the gentleman 

from New York if he can point out as great a discrepancy in 
population between any two districts in Missouri as the dis
crepancy, in proportion, between two New York districts, one of 
which has 125,000 people and another 375,000, the districts being 
adjoining? 

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, Mr. Chairman, the gentleman now is coming 
to a State where there has been the most phenomenal inerease 
o.f population, in certain districts of it, of any State in the 
Union or any country of the world. The gentleman is talking 
about some New York districts, New York City districts, some 
uptown districts, which have been settled up in the last 10 
years, as my friend from New York [l\fr. HABBISON] will not 
deny, and it is unfair to compare them with the districts in the 
State of Missouri. Why, I remember my friend said once that 
he did not believe in gerrymandering, but that if people were 
going at it, his own State had the most scientific job done in it 
that was ever done in that direction. [Laughter.] And he will 
not deny it now that they did that job, although he may not 
recollect what he sa.id on that occasion. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will say what I said about gerry
mandering, and I will say it now-that it is an unfortunate habit 
[laughter and applause]--

1\Ir. PAYNE. That is putting it mildly enough. [Laughter.] 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Let me make a complete statement. 

It is a thing that everybody condemns in theory ancl favors in 
practice. [Applause and laughter.] I think we would be better 
off everywhere if it were abolished; but we are not going to 
abolish it until human nature is transformed and purified. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. BA.RT.HOLDT. Will the gentleman yield for un inter-
ruption? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from New Yori{ yield"/ 
Mr. PAY.NE. Yes; I will yield to the gentleman a moment. 
Mr. BARTHOLDT. I acquit the distinguished Speaker of any 

guilt in the gerrymanderin~ of the Missouri districts. But i1 

-,. 
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what he says is true, if it requires a change of human nature to 
change that system of gerrymandering which has been prac
ticed, I am frank to admit, by both political parties-both of 
them are guilty of unfair gerrymandering in the United States
would it not be well for us to make a law which would enable 
the people in the several States to apportion the districts· them
selves? In other words, if in each State of the Union the Re
publicans and the Democrats would be obliged to submit to the 
voters a fair scheme of apportionment, we could be reasonably 
sure that that scheme would be a good one, because both parties 
would know that the people would have to pass upon it, and 
then it would not make much difference whether the Republican 
or the Democratic scheme was adopted by the people. They 
would be reasonably sure of having a good apportionment. That 
was the point we made in connection with that discm.sion some 
weeks ago. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. You made the point simply because 
you happened to have the advantage of having an accidental 
governor at this time. 

Mr. PAYNE. We are getting away from the t.ariff proposi
tion. The sight of the genial face of my friend from· Missouri 
caused me to raise the inquiry and to wonder why it was that 

' they put a duty on wool. I remember that in my early days 
in this House Mr. Samuel S. Cox, known to fame as " Sunset " 
Cox, was making a speech one day on the question of the 
tariff of 1883. He was a free trader and for free wool in 
principle. He was asked if he did not go through Ohio and 
make speeches in favor of a tariff on wool at the election suc
ceeding the Democratic tariff of 1883, which cut it down. He 
said no, he did not do anything of the kind, but he said he 
went through the district and told the people that every time 
he met a sheep the sheep would say, "Ba! ba ! John Sherman.· 
Ba ! ba ! " And I did not know but my fyiend was afraid that 

· the sheep might get after him in Missouri if he did not con
sent to a. little bit of a duty of 20 per cent on wool as a sop 
to the farmers who own the sheep ; but he shakes his head, 
and of course I take it for granted that that never entered his 
thought. [Laughter.] 

Now, the duty on wool is 20 per cent. The duty on woolen 
cloth is 40 per cent, and on clothing 45 per cent, and on cloth 
with cotton backing I think it is 40 per cent in this bill. Sixty
five per cent of the cost of cloth is wool. If you put a duty 
o'f 40 per cent on cloth, something must come out of it for the 
protection you put on wool. If the wool is worth 65 per 
cent. 20 per cent of that will be 13 per cent on the cloth for 
the wool duty; and yon must deduct that 13 per cent from 
tbe duty which you have put on the cloth, which would leave 27 
per cent in the one instance and a lower percentage in the other. 
. In the Wilson bill they put wool on the free list, but they 

put a higher percentage on the manufactured article than 
you do, all through their bill. There was not anything to be 
taken out as a compensatory duty for the wool in the cloth. 

.· What effect will this bill have on the manufacture of cloth? 
You say in your report that it will increase the importation 
of cloth nearly threefold-from $23,057,357.78 in value to 
$63,831,000. 

I think you are right about it. I think this reduction of 
·auty will have that effect. Now, if you do that, you will bring in 
here 85,000,00.0 pounds more of wool, in the form of cloth, than 
you bring in now. What effect will that have· upon the Mis
souri sheep and Iambs. and the sheep and lambs in the rest 
of the country? You say that you will increase the importa
tion of wool by over 100,000,000 pounds in order to get your 
revenue. You say this in the bill that you printed for the 
caucus. I suppose that was the argument in the caucus, if it 
contained any argument; but it does not. The argument is 
expressed in the resolution that you put through in the caucus. 
What effect will the importation of 185,000,000 pounds of wool 
into this country-raw and in the cloth-under your bill have 
upon the domestic production of wool in this country? How 
will sheep be affected? On an average, we produce about 
300,000,000 pounds of wool in this country. It has run up as 
high as 317,000.000 pounds. One hundred and eighty-five mil
lion pounds taken from that w-ould be not quite 65 per cent 
displaced by this increased importation of foreign wool. If 
I had figured it close, it would have been 65 per cent, because 
I have figured in some of the cloths and other articles at the 
wholesale, while I let tops and noils and shoddy, and so forth, 
some of it go. 

. What effect is that going to have on the production of sheep 
in this country? What effect did the Wilson bill have? 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield for 
a question? 

.Mr. PAYNE. Certainly. 

XLVII-139 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Does not the gentleman rec
ollect that the actual per capita consumption of wool is about 
.20 per cent less in this country than it was 20 years ago? . 

Mr. P A.YNID. I do not recollect the exact percentage. I do 
know it is less. I know people are wearing cotton undercloth
ing, not because they can not afford to buy woolen, but from 
choice. I have not worn any woolen underclothing for 15 years. 
I got what I supposed was linen, and wore that for several 
years. I was told it was cotton. I told them it was all right 
if it was cotton; I was going to wear that for the reason that 
in our northern climate when a man goes into a warm room 
with woolen underclothing on he perspires, and when he goes 
out he is liable to catch cold. As a matter of health, a great 
many people are wearing underclothing in which there is no 
wool. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask 
the gentleman from New York a question. 

:Mr. PAYNE. I will yield to the gentleman. • 
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I want to ask the gentleman a lead

ing question about the very thing he is talking about. Suppose 
the effect of this bill, if it becomes a law, were to reduce the 
cost to the consumer of woolen goods 25 or 30 per cent. Does 
not the gentleman believe that the increased consumption of 
woolen goods in the United States would be so great that we 
would use up more wool than we are now producing and im
porting? 

Mr. PAYNE. I do not; I do not know how the gentleman 
with a sanguine mind can expect it is going to reduce the cost 
of clothing 25 per cent when so little of the cost of clothing is 
·due to the wool it contains, and much less in duty on the woo.I. 

The cost is nearly all in the trimming, the tailoring, the sew
ing, and so forth. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does not the gentleman believe 
that cutting down the tariff, as this bill does, on wool would 
have the ultimate effect of reducing the cost of woolen things 
to the consumer? .. 

Mr. P A.YNE. I understand the difference in the cost of clean 
wool ready to be used in making tops and noils, and so forth, 
to manufacture into woolen cloths in this country is $2.30 for a 
suit of clothes and in England $1.12. There is a difference of 
about $1.19 in favor of the low price in London over this coun
try. That $1.19 is not going to make any difference of 25 per 
cent on a $12 suit or a $25 suit. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Does the gentleman believe that 
the figures he has given would be a fair measure of the differ
ence of cost between a $12 suit of clothes with this tariff on? 

Mr. PAYNE. I want to say that I figured on that before the 
present law was passed, and I noticed that after it was passed, 
as the gentleman from Missouri did. that where we reduced the 
duties the most there was the least reduction in the price of 
goods. It was all absorbed by the ret.ailer or the wholesaler. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. May not that result have been 
brought about by the fact that many of these things are con
trolled by combinations or trusts or gentlemen's agreements, or 
whatever you are pleased to call them? 

Mr. PAYNE. It might be if you are going to draw on your 
imagination, but I always want some tangible evidence. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The gentleman from New York 
and I agreed to take the tariff off hides. Both of us helped do 
that, and the promise was made that shoes would go down 25 
or 50 cents a pair. I would like to get hold of that crowd that 
came down here and promised that. [Laughter.] 

Mr. PAYNE. I am sorry that the gentleman was fooled; 
they did not fool me, for I did not believe a word of it. 
[Laughter.] · 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Now, I want to ask the gentleman 
this question : When we did take the t.ariff off hides, does not 
the gentleman believe that the price of leather and shoes would 
have gone down, as the makers swore they would go down, if it 
had not been controlled by the Leather Trust ruid that gang 
that runs the trust in the machinery for makings.hoes? 

Mr. P .A.YNE. The hide business was getting into the control 
of the packers of beef. They cut off the market for the local 
tanneries, especially in Pennsylvania and States between there 
and Chicago, and they were tanning the hides of the cattle 
themselves and also of the tanners. The tanners could not get 
hold of any hides with the duty on them; they went to Ger
many, and Germany made the leather. We did not get a :ook-in 
at all for the local t.anners. and some tanners, in despair, had 
rented their tanneries to some Chicago packers, and the business 
we were losing entirely, except what was being done by the. 
Meat Trust. There seems to be evidence that there is such a 
thing as a Meat Trust. One of my strong rea.so:Qs for taking 
off the duty on hides-and I was against the duty 20 years ago, 
because the duty was of no benefit to the famµer whatever~ 
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but my strong reason for being anxious to take it off was to get 
at the people in Chicago. I never had any idea that it would 
do what they claimed. I told those gentleman it they could 
sare the whole tariff it would amount to but 21 or 3 cents on a 
pair of shoes; and I said to them, What is the use of your 
coming up h~re and making this pretense that it would sn.-ve 25 
or 50 cents a pair? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. It is true, ls it not, that the Massa
chusetts shoemakers, and others-I believe there were some of 
our St. Louis friends mixed up in it-did come before the Ways 
and Means Committee and swear that if we put hides on the free 
list shoes would go down 25 to 50 cents a pair, and they ex
plained to us that shoes did not go down or up 5 cents a pair, 
or 10 cents a pair, or 15 cents a pair, or 20, or 30, or 35, or 40, 
or 45 cents a pair, but they went up and down by quarters? 

Mr. PAYNE. Well, I think Mr. Jones, of Boston, stated that 
at least, and I do not remember the others. 
• Mr. CLARK of Missouri. And Jones stated it and elaborated 
it, and then cut it out, but the others did, too. 

Ur. PAYNE. Did not Jones take that back the next day? 
Mr. CLARK ot Missouri. Not the next day, but about a week 

afterwards, after my good friend, Hon. AueusTUs P. GARDNER, 
got after him up in Massachusetts and sandbagged him or did 
something to him [laughter]-! do not know what it was-but 
Jones did come back and retract part of that, and Mr. GARD
NER'S contention was, to be fair to him, that Jones's statement 
might be all right for fine shoes, and lightweight shoes, but 
that it would be ruinous to brogan-shoe makers and the heavy 
shoes; that they could not stand it. That was Mr. GARDNER'S 
contention about it from the first, and he stuck to it until the 
last. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Albert Clarke, of Boston, came before the 
committee the next day after Jones made the statement and 
said Jones had retracted it before he left the room after mak
ing it. I sent for Jones, and he appeared about a week later 
and retracted the statement. I think the heavy-shoe makers 
were in more danger than the fine~shoe makers at that time. 
Since that time conditions have changed, recently, by reason 
of the American machinery having been taken over to Europe 
and the people being instructed there to make fine shoes. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Was there not evidence before that 
Ways and Means Committee that this crowd that controls the 
shoemaking machines constituted as tight a trust as there is 
on the face of the earth? 

Mr. PAYNE. I do not know how tight the trusts are, but it 
was my idea that it was a trust. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri Has the gentleman heard any
thing of Attorney General Wickersham jumping on that trust? 

l\!r. PAYNE. No; and I am sorry to say that I never have 
called his attention to that evidence, so I think I am as much 
to blame as the Attorney General is, as is also the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Ob, I am not a prosecuting officer. 
If I were, I would shut them up before six months elapsed. 

Mr. PAYNE. And I am not either, but when I discover a 
trust I think it ls my duty to notify the people who prosecute, 
ns it is also the duty of the gentleman from Missouri I know 
and the gentleman knows, for he has been a prosecuting attor
ney as well as I have, that the prosecuting attorney does not 
know always what is going on, and it is only by people telling 
him, and then he must prosecute, and if he does not, he is to 
blame. 

l\lr. HARRISON of New York. Mr. Chairman, returning to 
the subject of wool, supposing the gentleman's contention is 
correct, and we will not get all the reduction in the price of 
clothes that we hope from reducing this duty on raw wool-that 
is, assuming certain grades of clothes will still continue to be 
sold at the standard prices-does not the gentleman believe that 
by reducing the duty on raw wool and making it easier for our 
manufacturers to get more real wool, clothes would be made out 
of wool instead ot out of substitutes? 

Mr. PAYNE. Now, I fear the gentleman has brought up an
other question. The Wilson bill, of which I was about to speak 
when I was interrupted, put shoddy on the free list, and rags 
and eT"ery abominable thing of that kind. Shoddy came over 
here in immense quantities and substituted itself for wool. 
E'fery pound of shoddy was a substitute for a pound of scoured 
wool. Shoddy, to a certain extent, is legitimate to put in manu
factured clothing, but if too much is put in, the cloth is good tor 
nothing, and in trying to compete with the shoddy goods that 
came in from Great Britain our manufacturers then did make a 
good many shoddy goods, and we had a good many of them, and 
millions of pounds of importations came in under the Wilson 
bill. Now, when we came to make the Dingley bill we put a· 
duty on shoddy that we believed was prohibitive, and we did it 

purposely, 15 cents a pound, which is more than 100 per cent, 
and it did stop the importation of shoddy. There were only a 
few pounds came in. Some ignorant fellow imported a · few. 
pounds and ran up against the law, in all human probability, 
They could not import shoddy. We had a good deal of shoddY. 
manufactured here in onr own mills, and from the rags that 
came from clothing here. 

It is a saving when legitimately used; but, while it is an ad
vantage, it displaced the wool. But the difficulty is that they 
put too much of it in and make the warp and the woof-and 
especially the warp-of shoddy, and that makes a very weak 
thread and a suit of clothes that is an imposition on any poor 
man who buys it. I remember when we had a wool discussion 
up once-I think it was when the Dingley bill was under con
sideration-and Jeremiah Simpson, of Kansas, the man who 
won immortal fame while here in the House, came in with a 
suit of clothes he had bought, taken from the back of a Vir
ginia farmer, as he said. I do not Imow whether Jerry would 
know a Virginia farmer from a hobo, but he said he got it 
from the back of a Virginia farmer. He brought it in here 
and he tore it up. It ripped easily, and he wanted to know 
what kind of a suit of clothes that was for an American farmer 
to wear. Of course, there was only one opinion about the suit 
of clothes, but it encouraged me to try to stop the use of this 
shoddy in this country so far as I could, so that there would 
not be a temptation to put so much of it in a suit of clothes as 
that one had, so that mainly the shoddy thread ran both ways, 
with only a little wool to hold it together. 

That was a practical illustration I had of shoddy. That was 
a specimen of the miserably poor goods that were made under 
the Wilson law with the unlimited importation of shoddy, which 
was free. 

But we put a prohibitive duty on shoddy. We thought there . 
was enough produced in this country to meet all the legitimate 
demands of the manufacturers, and the result has proved that 
we were right. 

In a circular recently issued, the firm of E. H. Van. Ingen & 
Co., woolen importers, long conspicuous for the handling espe
cially of English goods, says of the quality of the product of 
American mills : 

There are no more expert manufacturers anywhere than the best of 
those in this country. They are wonderfully quick to catch ideas, to 
modify, alter, improve, and to meet quickly the ever-changing demands 
of fashion and fancy. They produce as great a variety of woolen cloths 
as can be found in the whole of Europe together. The fine and medium 
grade of woolen cloths made here are generally better than those ot 
et1\lal quality to be -0btalned in any other country. American colors 
are, as a rule, better, clearer, and more lasting than those of similar 
foreign-made fabrics. The designing talent in America is quite equal 
to any in Eur-0pe. 

This circular adds that only in the relatively small quantities 
of the finest and costliest cloths bought and used by a few 1ery 
wealthy people has Europe any advantage over the United 
States-

But in sound medlum grades Americans are not only better, but much 
cheaper than slmil~ foreign goods of the same qualities. 

This means, of course, that the American goods are cheaper 
as compared with the foreign fabrics, duty paid. The tribute to 
American manufacturillg is the more significant as coming from 
·a firm that favors lower duties in the interest of a large use of 
British cloths-the object of the circular quoted. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I would like to ask my friend one 
more question. 

Mr. PAYNE. Certainly. 
l\!r. CLARK of Missouri. How does it happen, if this to.riff 

in your bill and the bill of your predecessor is such a good thing, 
that while the number of the people in the United States has about 
doubled since 1880 that the number of sheep has absolutely 
diminished, being 42,192,000 shearing sheep in 1880, 40,876,000 
in 1890, 39,853,000 in 1000, and only 39,039,000 in 1910? 

Mr. PAYNE. Well, I think I can answer the gentleman to his 
satisfaction. The great falling off between 1880 and 1900, the 
greatest falling off was during the three years we ran under 
the Wilson bill, and if the gentleman pursues these statistics a 
little further he will find the great falling off--

Mr. CLARK of Uissouri I know, but the trouble about that 
is-I will restate the figures. It was 42,000,000--

Mr. PAYNE. I was going to answer the gentleman's question 
in regard to the falling off and I was speaking of the greatest 
cause---

Mr. CLARK of :Missouri. It was 42,000,000 in 1880, 38,000,000 
in 1890, thirty-nine millions and· some odd thousands in 1900, 
and only ·39,039,000 in 1910, so it has been going down under 
those two last tariff bills. 

Mr. PAYNE. Now, to finish my answer, if the gentleman is 
through repeating his question, there is no doubt, · as the gentle
man knows fully as well as I do, if not better, that there has 
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been a great change in the area where sheep can be raiseu 
and grazed in this country owing to the settling up of the 
country by small farmers. They can not have large flocks; 
they have small flocks, comparatively, even over in Texas, as I 
understand it to-day. l\Iy friend who stands there will correct 
me if I am wrong. It is the same in the States and Territories. 
The land has been withdrawn for forest reservations and con
ser>ation and like things and there is not that free range that 
there was prior to 1 0 or 1 no over the country. The people 
have to pay rent for the land to the United States, and they 
ha>e to do ome fencing which they never had to do before, ancl 
that has been the great cause of the falling off of the flocks. 

l\Ir. RUCKER of Colorado. Will the gentleman yield for a 
suggestion--

.:\Ir. PAY~ "'"E. Certainly. 
l\Ir. Rt;CKER of Colorado (continuing). To the question 

asked by the gentlem:m from Missouri, the Speaker. Do not 
you realize tllat we hn>e been eating more mutton from year 
to year; that sinre the time the Speaker mentioned we have 
trebled the number of mutton slnughtered, and the last year 
it wns sixteen or en1 nteen million sheep we ate over the 
period of time tlle Speaker mentioned; it is about two-thirds 
more. 

Mi. PAY3E. That is true as the gentleman 8ays, and in the 
Rocky .:Mountain States also they haye been slaughtering Jambs 
to a large extent in the last few year8. That bas increased. 

l\Ir. CLARK of ~Ii8i::ouri. If that is true, is not it also true, 
then, that those people do not rai~e the sheep for the wool, but 
tlla t they raise them for mutton? 

Mr. PAYNE. 'l'hey rai:e some sheep for the mutton and 
wool. They can not rn ise slleep in Ohio for the wool itself; thP. 
land is too bi~h. I doubt whether they can do it in the gentle
num's State. 

:Mr. RCCKEU of Colorndo. I want to say to the gentleman 
they can n0t <lo it in our State. 

l\Ir. PAY~ '"E. In the course of 10 years that laud will be so 
bi~h they cnn not anywhere. 

::\Ir. CLARK of .... n: .. ouri. I would like to ask the gentleman 
this que:-:tion in order to get at the very philosophy and root of 
the whole bm:ine~s: Is it not true in your State and my State, 
and every otller State, tlrnt when the price of land goes up the 
number of beep dirninLhes, and that you can not raise sheep 
either for mutton or for wool at a profit on high-priced land? 

!Ur. PAY?\"E. I do not think they c:m rnise sheep and throw 
awny the wool and . ell tlle sheep for mutton, or tllrow away 
the mutton and ,_ell the wool. I do not think they can do that 
anywhere. I think on the high-priced land they need both the 
mutton and the wool to help out. 

l\Ir. LO~ YGWORTH. Certainly the statement of the gentle
man from .ML . ouri is not true as to Ohio, been use there nre 
substnntiallv the . ::une number of !'!beep there to-day as there 
were 10 or ·15 year.· ago, anu the aYerage price of farm land 
hns increased probably three times. 

l\Ir. CLARK of ~IL .. ouri. Now, I will nsk the gentlemnn from 
Ohio, if the gentleman from New York [1Ir. PAY~E] will yield, 
if it is not true that the heep industry, principally in Ohio, has 
been dri>en into the hill or rough land down next to the Ohio 
Rl•er? 

l\Ir. :LOXGWOilTII. I do not think that is true. I think that 
the sheep indu try in Ohio still remains as it always has, a very 
diversified industry, conducted in almost all counties. The gen
tleman from Ohio [l\Ir. WILLIS] the other day published in his 
speech a record of the number of sheep in nll counties in Ohio, 
and the gentleman ran find from that how that situation is. 

Mr. CLARK of l\Us~ouri. Now, I would like to ask the gen
tleman from Ohio another question while he is on his feet. How 
does it happen that in Ohio in 1 '" O there were 4,903,000 sheep 
and in l!HO there were only 2.!JD ,000, a falling off of nearly one
half? These are official statistics. 

1\Ir. :LO ... TGWORTII. I do not understand it is true that 
there are Jess than 3,000,000 sheep in Ohio to-day. 

l\Ir. CLARK of 1\Ii ouri. The gentleman from Ohio would 
not contradict the figures of a Republican administration? 

1\Ir. :LO TGWORTII. It is a great question as to where those 
figures hn. ve been procured. 

1\Ir. HELGE EX If the gentleman will excuse me, I have 
some figure which I obtained from the Census Bureau yester
day, and which have not been published. They were sent to 
me pri>ately. They show that Ohio has 3,975,000 sheep. 

1\Ir. C:LAilK of 1\Iissourl. I will ask you, since you are vol
unteering the information, if that does not include lambs? 

Mr. HELGESEX IL includes the total number of sheep. 
1\lr. C:LAilK of 1\Ii ·souri. But I am refening to shearing 

sheP.p. 
1\Ir. P.A.Y~"-E. It excludes all lambs under a year old. 

1\Ir. C:LAilK of 1\lissouri. Now, taking the gentleman's own 
figures, how docs it happen that the number of shearing sheep 
in Ohio fell off fr·om 4,!)03,000 in 1880 to 2,998,000 in 1910? 

1\Ir. HELGESEN. The gentleman says that as land goes up 
the number o.f sheep will decrease. If he will look at the latest 
figures from the Census Department for Missouri-and I 
imagine land in Missouri is going up-he will find the total 
number of sheep 10 years ago was 1,087,213, while in 1010 the 
total number was 1,80 ,033, an increase of nearly three-quarters 
of a million. [Applause.] 

1\Ir. CLARK of Missouri. There is no sort of trouble about 
explaining that statement. A yast amount of wild lands in the 
mountainous part of 1\fissouri hns been opened up in recent 
years. Government land has been entered, and lands owned in 
large traets ha>e been cut up, and men have gone in there, and 
in the part of the State where the wool industry flourishes the 
most the number of sheep has increased. .And it carries out 
what I have said all the time about this business, that, for 
S(',me reason I have never been ahle to under~tnnd, as the price 
of land goes up the number of sheep diminishes. They raise a 
good many sheep in my part of Missouri, a very rich agri
cultural part, lying down between tlle ~1ississip11i and :Missouri 
River . But they are fine slleE>p. We ship them to the West 
and to the Northwest and to the South, and sell them at fancy 
prices for breeding purvoMe . And I do not believe, in the 
eight counties in my district, north of the 1\Iis ouri River, 
there is a single scrub sheep, unless it has been imported in 
there for feeding rmrpo~es. i Tow, in the two counties south of 
the river there may JJe a few, because those counties extend to 
the foothills of the Ozarks. Tbe thousands of sheep brought 
iuto ... Iissouri to fatten, and which stay there only a few weelrn, 
are n 11 counted in the official figures. l\Iost probnlJly they are 
counted twice-once in Uissouri, where they arc fattened, and 
once in thE> Westeru Slates, where they were raiRecl. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. Of course, as the value of land goes up the 
number of sheep would diminish, because it 'vould cost more 
there to raise the sheev. 

1\Ir. CLARK of ~Iissouri. Now, why is that? The number of 
hogs does not diminish; the nnmlH'r of cattle does not diminish; 
the nullllJer of horses and mule does not diminish as the >aloe 
of the land increases. 

1\lr. PAY1\'E. Because it is more profitable to go into some 
other branch of industry on the farm thnn sheep raising. 

Mr. 1\IONDE:L:L. 1\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The CH.AIRMAN. Doe the gentleman from New York yield 

to the gentleman from Wyoming? 
1\Ir. PAY.NE. I will in a few moments. 
Now, :Mr. Chairman, while the gentleman from Missouri is 

looking for the figures he wants, will he permit me to read some 
:figures on the wool inuustry during tbe life of the Wilson bill? 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Tllc number of sheep fell off dur
ing the life of the Wilson bill; but it has fallen off under the 
Dingley bill, too, and under the blessed Payne bill. [.Applause 
and laughter on the Democratic side.] 

l\Ir. :LONGWORTII. The gentleman will realize that in 
speaking of Ohio, Ohio was hit harder than any other State in 
the Union by the Wilson bill. The gentleman from Missouri 
will remember that the number of sheep fell off in less than 
three years from substantially 4,000,000 to not much more than 
1,000,000. 

1\Ir. CLARK of Missouri. The number o.f sheep in Ohio? 
Mr. :LOi. 'GWORTH. Yes; Ollio. 
Mr. PAYNEJ. Now, 1\Ir. Chairman, I am going to cut off this 

joint debate after a little while. 
l\Ir. CLARK of 1\Iissouri. I will give the gentleman a re t 

Daughter] ; but, first, I want to ask the gentleman from Ohio 
about that hill-country business. Is not Cadiz, Ohio, just about 
the center of the wool industry in Ohio? 

1\Ir. :LONGWORTH. I cnn not answer that question posi· 
tively. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am afraid I know more about 
Ohio than the gentleman does. [:Laughter.] 

1\Ir. :LONGWORTH. I am afraid the gentleman from Mis
souri does not know as much about the effect of fr e wool upon 
Ohio sheep as I do. [:Laughter on the Republican side.] 

1\Ir. CLARK of Missouri. I want to ask the gentleman this 
question. In the year 1860 Ohio had 3,160,000 sheep; in 1870, 
4,920,000; and in 1 0, 4,903,000; while in 1 DO, now thnt 
you are talking about the calamitous Wilson bill~ they had 
4,061,000-- f th 

l\Ir. :LONGWORTH. That was before the enactment o e 
Wilson bill. . 

1\lr. CLARK of Missouri. No; that was after the Wilson bill. 
In 1 80 Ohio had 4,903,000 sheep, and--

1 1\lr. :LONGWORTH. And in 1800 how many 
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Mr. CLARK of Missouri. In 1890 it had 4,061,000. 
Mr. LONGWORTII. And in 1897?, 

in h1s own time and not in .miy.e, unless it is absolutely ncces~ 
sary. Here is the table referred to : 

.Mr. CLARK of Missouri. My figures here do not give the Wool supplv at the ena of each yca1·, basea on 1:n·oduction ana tmvorta, 
number in 1 07. Yes; in 1000 it was 2,648,000-- less consumption ana ea:ports. 

Mr. LO.i. ~GWORTH. According to the gentleman's :figures, as 
to the :rnthenticity of which I do not know-

... Ir. CLARK of Missouri. They are Treasury figures
Mr. L0.1. ~awORTH. The gentleman from Missouri must ad

mit that the number fell off in less than three years. 
:\Ir. CLARK of Missouri. I know that; but what I a.m talk

ing and contending about is that they fall off under nny tariff 
bill. In 1800 there were 4,000,000; in 1000 there were 2,648,000 
sheep in Ohio; nnd now, after 15 years of a high tariff, the 
gentleman has in Ohio only 2,830,000 sheep. 

:Mr. LO. ~GWORTH. Oh, but the gentleman heard tlie correct 
figures rend a moment ago. 

~Ir. CL.ARK of Missouri. I know; but-
~Ir. LONGWORTH. It is practically 4,0-00,000. It is 

a,noo,ooo . 
...Ir. CL.ARK of Missouri. These are the shearing sheep; 

and those figures that the gentleman read included the lambs. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, they are wool slteep in both sets of 

figures. The gentleman mn<le the positlre statement that-
Mr. rAYNB. Mr. Chairman, I must insist to the gent1emen 

that I be allowed to close sometime this afternoon. 
~Ir. HELGESEN. Ilere are the figures of the wool-producing 

sheep-
Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I insist that it the gentleman from 

New York cuts us out, he ought also to cut out the gentleman 
from North Dakota. [Laughter and applause.] 

1896 18()7 1898 lSW . 

Cnrrled over from previous Pounds. Pounas. Pounds. Pounfls. 
year...................... 194, 724, 651 393, 986, 523 79-t, 48-J, 726 761, 515, 011 

American clip ••••.•••.••• •• 272,47-1, 708 259,153,251 2~1 720,68-1 272,191, 33() 
Itnports ofwool. ••.•••••... L59,77G,015 356,839,482 99,850,404 105,867,574 
Import.s of shoddy, Dolls, 

rags, etc.................. 17,011,149 44,505,470 459,197 317,331 
. . . . . . • . . . . . . l 200, 000, 000 ••..•.•....•...••..•.....•• 

Total supply......... 643, 9811, 523 1, 254, 484, 726 1, 161, 515, 011 1, 139, 891 , 2-!6 
Consumption and exports •• 250,000,000 4-00,000,000 400,000,000 550,000,000 

Carried over at end ol 
year................ 393, 986, 523 794, 484, 726 

Carried over !rom provlous 
year ••..•..•.••••••••••.•... 

American clip •••••••••••..•.. 
Imports of wool •••••• •••..•.. 
Imports of shoddy, Dolls, rngs, 

etc •..••.................... 

1000 1901 

Pounds. Pounds. 
[..89, 801, 246 49~, 073, 762 
288, 630, G21 302, 502, 323 
139, 908, 718 124, 9G!, 377 

637, 177 277,GGS 

761, 511i, 011 5S9,891,246 

1902 1003 

Pounds. Pounl/J. 
300, 81 '135 314, 7(.(), 061 
310,341,032 287, 4W,OOO 
170, 202, C.:3() 173, 573, S<Jl 

309, 155 312,801 

Total supply ............ 1, 019, 073, 762 , 921, 818, 135 889, 760, 961 1776, CY.II,_ 713 
Consumption nnd exports.... 525,000,000 525,000,000 575,000,000 4!JO,OOO,OOO 

Carried over at end of I I I 
year.................. 494, 073, 762 396, 818, 135 314, 7C0,.961 286, 097, 713 ~Ir. PAY~'E. :My genial friend from :Uisi::ouri knows thnt it 

is difficult to secure time, but if there is anything that he wants 
1003 to recur to after this gentleman has finished, I will give him 190-t I 1905 I 1906 I 1907 

time. - - - -1-----
... Ir. HELGESEN. In Ohio in 1010 the number of sheep and Carried over from provi- Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. Pou11dJ. 

Jambs was 3,D07,055. In 1000 the number wn.s 4,020,G28. That ous .Year··············· 2861 097, 7131283, li22• 700 253, 524, 107,180, 29<J, 002 158, 115, :>so 
American clip ••••.•..•••• 291, 78.3, 032

1
295, 488, 43S 208, 915, 130,2<J8, 29~, 700 300, 000, 000 

is, in 1010 there were 11_3,<373 less than 10 yen.rs before. Imports of wool.. ••.••••• 186, 572, G.S<ll249, 135, 746 201, 688, CiG8

1

203, 847, 5-!ui' L."O, 000, ooo 
Mr. CLARK of ::\Iissouri. I want to ask the gentleman from Im~t~t~.~-~~::.~oils, 169 zr2 277 223 1171 097 C.H 289 3400 000 New York one more question. ..~, ····· ' ' ' ' ' 1 ' 

Mr. PAYNE. I shall warn the gentlemen who arc carrying Tota:I supply •..•••. 764, G22, 700,828, 52!, 101 55, m,0021083, 115, 5 al 573, 515, 5Sll 
on this joint debate in my time that I will strike all their figures , Consumptionandexports,.is1,ooo,ooo,s15,000,0001575,000,0001525,ooo,ooo1

1 300,ooo,ooo 

out of the RECORD. [Laughter.] I Carricdoveratend l I I 
Mr. CLARK of .Missouri. ~ow does i~ hnppen that the shear. or year •••••••.•.. ?83, 622, 700 2.'i3, 521, 101 1150

1
200, 002

1
158, 115, 5Sli 223, 515, 586 

ing sheep throughout the Umted States m 1003 were 63,105,000, 1 1 
-- -

and in 1004 they bad fallen off to 51,G30,000? That is a fact 1 Added
1
t? cover tho f?creascd efficiency o! 113,958,915 pounds ol shoddy over 

h · th tl . ' th grease woo unported during 1895, 1800 and 1897. t at needs e:xplana tion on e gen em an s eory. 2 Estimated on basis of 1o months ' 
.Mr. PA.Th~. The gentleman from Missouri is reading some- •Average consumption for 13 years, 483,000 pounds. 

thing now that appeared in an .Agricultural Yearbook a few 
yc:us ::igo an<l not in the United States census reports. 

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The gentleman surely is not going 
to dispute about the statistics that the Hon. James Wilson, Sec
retary of Agriculture, give:s out. Ile is the most reliable Re
publican functionary who hns been here since I have been in 
Congress. 

Mr. P.A.YNE. The gentleman assumes tllat everything a Re
publican functionary doc and says is the exact truth. Well 
tlln t is a -very reasonable conclusion, but they cnn not get a~ 
estimate of the sheep in this country that will be exact. The 
census may get pretty close to it. It is like the price of mutton. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, to go back to the effect of the Wilson 
bill on the consumption of wool in this country, and so forth, a 
question that ngitnted my friend from Illinois yesterdny. In 
18D6 there were curried over from the prev"ious :rear 194,000,000 
pounds of wool; Americnn clip, 272,000,000; imports, 150,000. 
000; imports of shoddy, noils, rags, and so forth, 17,000,ooO 
pounds; totnl supply, G43,000,000 pounds; consumption and ex
ports, 2iAl.OOO.OOO pound ; cn.rried over n t the end of the year, 
303,000,000 pound-.:. 

In 1'"'97 there was le wool produced nnd the imports were 
double. and the importations of shoddy, nn<l so forth, increased 
from 17,000,000 pounds to 4.4,U00,000 pounds under the Wilson 
l>ill. The total supply was 1,254,000,~00 DOunds and the amount 
r~•rried over was 794,000,000. I will put this table in the 
H r:coRD in full. In tlle year 1898, 761,000,000 pounds were car
r iC'd o>cr, nnd in 18W, uSD,494,000; in 1000, 494,000,000, and in 
1001, 30G,OOO,OOO paunds were carried O"rer; in 1002, 314,000,000 
poum1s; nnd in 1903, 2 G,000,000 pounds. 

The -visible supply of wool-the wool tbat was not used-in
crensed to nearly 1,000,000,000 pounds during the Wilson bill 
period, but finally got down to between 200,000,000 and 300,-
000,000 pounds under the duties of the Dingley bill. I suggest 
thnt to the gentleman from Illinois, because I think he hncl a 
slightly mistaken idea about it. I understand he is going to 
make n. speech to-day, nnd I would prefer to have him mn.ke 1t 

l\!r. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman--
The CIIAilll\lAN. Does the gentleman from New York yield 

to the gentleman :from Illinois 'l 
:Mr. P.AYNE. Well, for n question. 
l\Ir. FOWLER. I desire to ask for informntion-what t1oes 

the Bureau of Statistics of the At?I'icultural Department menn 
by the total consumption in the column bended 11 Total con
sumption " for certain yen.rs? 

l\Ir. PAY ... IE. I do not know anything about what that rnc~rns 
or what the report ii:;. 

Mr. FOWLER. Does not that mean that the consumption 
wns so much during that year? 

Mr. PAYNE. You will hn;e to nsk the Sccretnry of .Agl'i
culture what he means by it, it he said so. 

l\Ir. FOWLER. Now, I will nsk you if it is not n fact th:i.t 
during the panics thnt hn.ve occurred in America the forei;n 
importntion of wool was the greatest, compared with the otllcr 
yen.rs? 

Mr. P.AYNE. Which panic does the gentleman refer to, the 
p~nic of 1 57 thnt :followcu the Walker bill or the panic of 
1805 and 180G? 

Mr. FOWLER. I refer to the panic of 1872 nnd the panic of 
the early nineties. 

Mr. PAYNE. I have not looked bnck nt the statistics of 
i872. The early nineties did not shown grentcr importatlo.n of 
wool, but 1805-G-7-8 di<l. 

Mr. FOWLER. I will ask you if it is not n fnct thnt tile 
per cent that was imported from foreign countries in 1Si2 wns 
not 45 per cent of the consumption? 

l\!r. PAYNE. I nm not able to nnswer the gcmllew:m's 
inquiry. 
. Mr. FOWLER. Was not that the greatest foreign importn

tion for nny year prior to thnt, or any year subsequent to that, 
until the panic of the nineties? 

Mr. PAY.rm. I want simply to say to the gentleman that I 
bave read the official figures nnd I will put them in the REoor.n. 
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He can study them there. I B;m not going to try to hold any 
.school on the subject any further. 

Mr. FOWLER. I peg the gentleman's pardon for one more 
question, and that is all. 
- Mr. PAYNE. All right. 

Mr. FOWLER. You said that the greate~ falling off in the 
number of sheep was during the Wilson bill. Now, I will ask 
you if during the time from 1870 to 1872 there was not a falling 
off of more than 9,000,000 head of sheep? 

Mr. PAY::t-.~. I do not carry the statistics of the last 50 
years in my mind. I know there was some falling off on ac
count of the tariff of 1883. 

Mr. FOWLER. I ask you if there was not a falling off of 
m-0re than 2,000,000 head during the panic of the early seven
ties than the biggest falling off during the operation of the 
Wilson bill? 

lHr. PAYNE. That was not in the early nineties. 
.Mr. FOWLER. The Wilson bill was in the early nineties. 
Mr. PAYNE. It began in July, 1894, and continued for three 

years. 
Mr. FOWLER. I will now ask the gentleman--
1\Ir. PAYNE. I can not yield to the gentleman further. 
i"Ir. FOWLER. For one more question. 
Mr. PATh~. The gentleman has said that three times. I 

can not 3.llow my time to be used up in that way, and I do not 
think the gentleman ought to impose on me. 

Mr. FOWLER. I beg the gentleman's pardon; I do not mean 
to impose on him. 

Mr. PAYNE. Now, Mr. Chairman, not only the sheep disap
peared and wool was carried over, but the machinery was idle. 
I refer, gentlemen, to page 5406 of the hen.rings upon wool two 
years ago. In 1896 42 per cent of the woolen machin.ery in this 
country was idle; 43 per cent of the woolen mills was idle; 47 
per cent of the knitting machinery was idle; 53 per cent of the 
knitting mills was idle. You go into the kindred industry, the 
cotton industry, and I think 57 per cent of the mills was idle. 
It not only caused the slaughter of the sheep, but it caused the 
stoppage of the mills, and I think gentlemen may be mistaken 
in regard to this bill. Goods will come in, they will get the 
revenue, they will get within a million and a half dollars of the 
present revenue, but they will stop the mills and send the price 
of sheep down from $4 to $1. 70, and, perhaps, to 50 cents, as 
they did in 1896. Gentlemen may doubt that statement; and 
still it was testified to by men who appeared honest and cred
ible, men in the sheep business. One man told about buying 
3,000 or 4,000 sheep at 50 cents a head in 1896 under the Wilson 
bill, and he kept them until after the Dingley bill went into 
effect and made a small fortune. He took his chances; it was a 
speculation ; but he made his money. 

Even a woman came before the committee and testified to her 
recollection of what occurred in Idaho in regard to the sheep 
industry during the perilous years of the Wilson bill. 

Now, you gentlemen had all these facts before you. You pre
tend to say that you do not know what is the difference between 
the cost of wool and woolens in this country and countries 
abroad. Here is something that will furnish you a lesson on the 
subject, and that is the greater protection on woolens that was 
in the Wilson bill flooded the country with woolen goods and 
struck down the machinery. Free sheep stopped the growth 
of the sheep industry and reduced the number during the years 
of the Wilson bill. I believe myself, .Mr. Chairman, that we 
have got somewhere near the limit of sheep raising in this coun
try. Possibly by increasing the weight of the :fleece, as they 
have been doing, from 3 pounds up to 6 or 7 pounds in later 
years, it may have S-Ome tendency to revive the industry; pos
sibly by crossbreeding they may get sheep that m-0re nearly 
answer the double purpose of producing wool, producing mut
ton and lamb, and that may help the industry. But at this time, 
when the number of sheep is not increasing, when the industry 
is not growing stronger under the present tariff, it is mighty 
poor policy to cut all the protection out from under it and leave 
it to languish and die. 

You gentlemen can not excuse yourselves by saying that the 
caucus did it and that you got the best terms possible. They 
send people here to stand up and vote for what they believe. 
They expect to s~nd men here with backbone. ' You can not tell 
them you got a beggarly 20 per cent on wool They will tell you 
it will not do; they cnn not raise sheep; they will tell you that 
they can not maintain the flock, and they will look around for a 
man that has a little backbone when they send him to Congress. 

Talk about protection being local to the district, and all that 
sort of thing. People at home have some rights to be represented 
in their districts. I do not know what I got for my district in 
making the last tariff bill, except that one little industry that em
ployed 100 men was driven to the wall by the low duty that I put 
into it. Most of them voted against m~ in. the last -election. I 

cµ.d it because it was right; and I would do it again under simi
lar circumstances. Some of the more intelligent ones who have 
studied the question concluded that I was right and still voted 
for me, notwithstanding the great temptation to do otherwise. 
I only speak of this as an illustration, and men are a good deal 
the same all over the country. 

Yon can not fool all of the people all of the time. Yon may 
fool all of the people a part of the time, but not all of the 
people all of the time. Yon have got to give them something 
tangible and reasonable when you make a wool bill, and not go 
to them, as you will have to, with the confession that you did . 
not know what effect the bill would have on the industry; that 
you had no knowledge that you had voted for an appropriation 
of $250,000 within. the last four months to get the light and to 
get the information, but the exigencies of party politics, as you 
understood them, would not permit you to wait until next De
cember, the time when you ordered by your vote the investiga
tion and the report to be made, and that under the whip and 
spur of a party caucus you had to do it now, with your great 
leader protesting against it, and many of you protesting against 
it in secret, but not openly. Oh, how are you going to excuse 
yourselves? Why ruin a great business and a great industry? 
If the duty is too high, lower it, but do it intelligently. If the 
protection is too great, remove part of it, but do it intelligently. 
Do not guess at it. Do not put on a duty that is much less for 
manufactured goods than under the Wilson bill, when the mills 
were closed. Have a care! The day of reckoning is coming. 
Election is only a year from this fall. We will be there and 
you will be there, and we will do our part of the fighting. We 
'will stir them up by way of remembrance about what you did. · 
We will tell the people how you lost your opportunities. We 
will tell them how you went back on your policies. We will tell 
them that this bill is neither fish, tlesh, nor fowl, but simply a 
carelessly drawn and negligently made bill-to allow a great 
business of over $400,000,000 to be slaughtered in the supposed 
interest of party success. 

But, gentlemen, I am spending more time on this than I ex
pected to. There is S-Omething else I wanted to talk about, and 
that is the present tariff law. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] I know you all want to hear this. There is nothing 
about it that I am not willing to talk about from the enacting 
clause to the repealing clause at the end of it. I can maintain 
that it is just what the President said in his speech, the best 
tariff law ever enacted. One thing it had in it that rendered it 
better than the previous laws was putting the imports from the 
Philippine Islands on the free list. 

You say it is a small matter, a side issue. It was a great mat
ter, however, to 9,000,000 of people living over there under our 
flag who desired the privilege of the American markets. It was 
a great matter to them. It built them up; not only built up 
their schools and added to their intelligence, but it has given 
them more money and more hope for the future. They are 
making homes down thel'e, and they are becoming every day 
more fit for citizenship. We took them against their will, and 
we are holding them partially against their will for their own 
good, as we believe and al'e able to clemonstrate. They came to 
us by accident, not by preconceived design, and some of the best 
work that I have ever- done in Congress has been in connection 
with the Committee on Insular Affairs, trying to devise means 
to help out the people in these insular possessions that came to 
as. The best part of it is this bill putting on the free list the 
products of the Philippine Islands. You must admit that is an 
improvement over former bills at least. 

Then, l\!r. Chairman, we paid more attention to the definite 
and technical language of the bin than was ever observed in 
any other tariff bill that has been passed. It is a great im
provement on them nil in this respect. That took time and 
thought and study-study of the decisions made under all of 
the tariff bills-for we believed it was most important when you 
imposed duties that everyone who imported should pay the same 
duty that his neighbors paid for the Similar importation of 
goods, and should not escape by anything that could be miscon
strued even, and the result has shown the wisdom of the course, 
because the bill has been more easily interpreted than any 
former bills. 

We proyided a Customs Coo.rt, and once in awhile I see u 
gentleman who simply knows that there is a Customs Court 
and that it has cost some money and will cost more, and he 
sneers at it. Before that, suit could be brought in any circuit 
court of the United States, and there were diverse decisious 
on the same class of cases in the different courts of the United 
States, and then they had to go up to the Supreme Court-a 
question of no great importance as a question of law, but in
volving much in the way of revenue-to have it reviewed there. 
We placed it in the power of a eourt which should have the 
final say on the subject of an these cases, no matter where they 
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arose, in any part of the United States, and deprived all other 
courts of jurisdiction. · 

We improved on all the former bills in this respect. My friend 
from Missouri has gone out. · He knows that I spent much time 
on the valuation clause and the perfecting of that clause; that 
becauEe there was no sale but only a consignment of certain 
articles, which were not sold ifi open market where produced, 
we could not establish any foreign market price on which to 
levy an ad valorem duty. We put in a provision fixing the 
value in such cases from the selling price here, making proper 
deductions for expenses in transportation of the articles, landing 
them· on the wharfs in New York in order to determine the cost 
of the goods abroad; I remember the gentleman from Missouri 
saying at one meeting of the committee that, if I could accom
plish that, I would accomplish the greatest result that had ever 
been attained in making any tariff in the United States. Well, 
I got the clause in. There have not been many cases arising 
under it. The importers seem to be afraid of it, but now they 
supply the figures they would not supply before as to the cost 
of ·the goods abroad and the prices where before they had no 
prices. It is one of the minor points of the bill, perhaps, but 
one which your Speaker thought was an important point at 
the time. Now, you are making an ad valorem, the very worst 
class of duty that there is. Why, no Democratic Secretary of 
the Treasury, except Robert J. Walker, ever advocated an ad 
valorem. Your last Secretary, Mr. Daniel Manning, of my own 
State, who filled the position as ably, perhaps, as any man 
who occupied it, made a long report against this ad valorem 
duty business and quoted the former Secretaries, and that has 
been the universal feeling of men of experience who have tried 
the enforcement of ad valorem duties; that they occasion frauds, 
and we ought to have specific duties. England, Germany, 
France, Spain, all the great commercial nations of the world 
have specific duties and not ad valorem, where it is possible to 
have them. We have been increasing the number of specific 
duties in the tariff bills we have passed. It has been our policy 
to make a specific duty wherever we could. Sometimes, of 
course, you put a duty by the pound and it will result in a 
large ad valorem on the low-priced goods and a small ad valorem 
on the high-priced, and we have sought to avoid all such 
cases as that. We have in former laws and in this law added 
to the specific duties, and we have improved in that respect 
over other tariff bills ever passed in the United States. Oh, 
Germany is said to have an ideal tariff law. They make their 
duties specific. 

From principle and because of our experience we put a maxi-
mum and minimum clause in this bill, and that was an im
provement on all former bills ever passed in the United States. 
It had been adopted by every great commercial country in the 
world. They have driven sharp bargains under it, some of 
them. We were getting the worst end of the business ; we 
had nothing to offer .them. They would give us the worst of it 
every time, and our rivals got the better of us. We put in the 
maximum and minimum rate of duty, and that has stood the. 
test of time, and has enabled the Executive to get our goods 
into foreign ports at a lower rate of duty than ever before. In 
many cases we have the best rates, or as good as any other 
country, and in some cases where there are treaties we have 
not got as good, but we have increased our exports· by reason 
of this clause in tbe bill. Last year, for the fiscal year 1910, 
we had a billion and a half exports ; it was larger than we ever 
had. This year we have now for 11 months up to the 1st of 
June the largest exports ever in any 11 months in any year. 
If they keep on to the end of this month the exports for this 
fiscal year will be over $2,000,000,000. [Applause on the Repub
lican side.] Orators stand on tlm street corners braying to 
the tune of the Democratic donkey, and saying, "The worst 
bill ever passed; the most iniquitous tariff bill ever passed; 
the most outrageous bill ever passed." I wish we had all of 
you here, I would like to give you a few brief instructions on 
this subject so you ·would know what to look for' in reference 
to the present tariff law passed in 1909, and you have no 
excuse for your ignorance--

Mr. HARRISON of New York. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PAYNE. Certainly. 
Mr. HARRISON of New York. For the sake of information, 

which I would be very glad to have, will the gentleman tell the 
House briefly what countries have lowered their tariff rates, 
and in what commodities, operating under our maximum and 
minimum clause? 

Mr. PAYNE. I could not give the gentleman details of that 
in half an hour. I do not have it here, either. 

We have the largest free list of any bill that was ever passed 
except the McKinley bill. The McKinley bill put sugar on the 
free list, and a little larger percentage of the importations were 
free under that bill than under this. But the free importations 

are greater than in the Dingley bill, and greater than in the Wil
son bill. Almost 50 per cent of the goods coming into this country 
come in absolutely free, and we added to the list, and still I 
suppo~e, some of you will go out and say we increased the duti'cs, 
even m places where we took them all off. · It does not seem as 
though there was an Ananias of that kind in the House of 
Representatives, but there have been so many Ananiases in the 
last two years that I begin to doubt any man when I look into 
his face a~ t<;> w~ether he .is telling the truth or not. I will put 
these statistics m. We mcreased the duties on luxuries on 
whiskeys, on wines, on jewelry, on spices, and feathers that are 
fixed up fo~ adornm~nt, an~ toilet articles of a fancy kind, and 
fancy soap, and var10us thmgs of that kind. We increased the 
duties on those in order to get more revenue. We would do it 
again if we were to make the bill again. I do not believe that 
Y?U, with ap your idea of tariff m~king, will take them off, 
e~ther, or ~ill reduce them a dollar's worth, or even introduce a 
bill to do it, or even let it get through your caucus. I think 
while the duties on sheep would move you, the high duties on 
h1~uries might possibly restrain you from doing any such foolish 
thmg as that. 

As a revenue measure, it was a complete success. We were . 
cut!ing down revenues in the McKinley bill, and before the 
period ~as over, after the Democratic election, we were short on 
our duties, and we had an actual deficit of revenue with which 
to meet the expenses of the Government; a thing that was con
tinued under the Wilson bill. We passed the Dingley bill, and 
we had revenues under that And we started the work of build
ing the Panama Canal. 
. I did not mee.t a man in the House, or hear him say a word, 
m favor of paylJlg the expenses of building the Panama Canal 
out of the current expenses of the Government and increasing 
the revenues in order to do it. It was the consensus of opin
ion that this wonderful work, the greatest undertaken by any 
individ~al nation, should be paid for by posterity, that we 
should issue bonds to pay for the work and in the meantime 
when we had a surplUs revenue, it was ~ mighty good plaee u{ 
which to deposit it in paying for this canal as we went along. 
We pursued that policy, and when there was not enough accu
mulation of surplus-there has always been a surplus since-
we issued the bonds to take the place of the money out of our 
current funds that had been used in building the canal. 

Now, I am going to refer to this daily statement once more. 
June 1, right under the statements we put in, on page 2 we 
find "Panama Canal,'' and then follows "Receipts-Proc~eds 
of bonds" and "Disbursements for canal," and " Excess of 
Panama Canal receipts over disbursements,'' with a star re
ferring to the statement that it is a case of disbursements over 
receipts, because during the past year no bonds have been 
issued, and we have paid out for the canal during this year, 
up to June 1, $34,909,000, or nearly $35,000,000; to this date 
last fiscal year, $31,207,834.86. Now, the total amount ex
pended on purchase and construction of the Panama Canal 
from its inception to this date, June 1, was $239,005,414.10; 
of this the Treasury has been reimbursed from the proceeds 
of bond sales in the sum of $87,309,594.83. The balance ex
pended out of the general fund of the Treasury and reim
bursable from the proceeds of bonds not yet sold, $151,695,-
819.27. The total bonds authorized by the existing law for 
Panama Canal-the estimated total expense-$375,000,000. The 
total bond issue to this date is $84,000,000. Balance of bonds 
authorized and not yet issued, $2D0,569,000. And $50,000,000 
of these bonds have been advertised and the bids are to be 
received to-day, and they will go to reimburse the money that 
bas been paid out of current funds and in the building of this 
canal. We passed two bonding acts in reference to the canal. 
One of them was contained in the present ta.riff law, and under 
this provision the bonds are being sold. It shows the intent 
of the American Congress to pay that out of the sale of bonds 
and charge it to the future, and let the future pay for it, and 
the generations to come ought to pay for it. Last year, on the 
30th of June, in the Treasury reports, there was a surplus 
under this law that had been in force 11 months, of 
$15,866,328.94. 

To-day we are•$24,400,000 better off than we were a year ago 
to-day. [Applause on the Republican side.] ·Add that $24,400,-
000 to your $16,800,000 and you get $31,000,000--

Mr. YOUNG of Michigan. Forty-one million dollars. 
Mr. PAYNE. Yes; $41,000,000. I used to be a lightning cal

culator, but some of it has left me. It is $41,000,000. That is 
the a.mount indicated as surplus in the Treasury for this year. 
I put that over your false statement, which comes here with the 
unanimous sanction of your caucus, that the Treasury is de
pleted and depleting, framed in order to conjure up an excuse 
for putting this duty on wool. Oh, how hard pushed you were 
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thnt you could. not stop even fo read, much less to· study, the 
a~tnnl statements as to the condition of the 'United States Treas
ury when you were. roshin.g tlr:i& bill through the caucus miq 
ietting the assent of the weak brothers t<J tt-men who bad 
conscientious scruples- about consenting t<> it. . 

Now, I have a statement he.re from the Bureau of· Statistieff. 
Here it is. It wrur tarnished to me last fall, after the present 
tariff Ia.w ha:d been in existence for a singf.e year, eommeneing 
on the 1st day of Au.gust and running for a year-. Of course 
five days of it ran to the Dingley law. The rest of it was 
runder the present law. I have the amount of the imJJ(Jrts 
tinder this law, under the McKinley law, under t~e Wilson law, 
under the Dingley law, and the re-venues ea.ch year on thooe- ilil
portations. The percentage is figured out for the entire peri<:>d 
un_der each law while it was in existence. I will not stop to 
read all the figures. I will put them in the RECORD. They are 
good food for you gentlemen on that side to ponder over about 
the time yon say your prayers and ask GOO to forgive- you for 
all the lies you have told unwittingly about the present tariff 
law. [Laughter and applause on thee Republican side-,J 

·Here are the figures; Under the McKinley law, 44- months, 
percentage of duties on the dutiable goods, 41.1 per cent; the 
,Wilson law, 35 months, similar statement, 42.8 per cent; Ding
ley law, 144 months, 45.8 per cent; present law, 41.3 per cent. 
[.Applause on the Republican side.] 

And remember, these figures incl'ude the high duties on the 
luxuries that we put into the present bill. Go ont now and look 
E!.e>me one in the face in the street and say it was not a revision 
downward, but a revision upward all the time! [Applause on 
the Republican side.] 

Why, we- tool{ the duties: almost ofr ot shoes- and leather of 
~very kind. \V& put hides on tlle free list We> reduced iron 
ore- from Qufia: from 4-0' cents a ton to 12 cents a ton, and 15 
cents a ton from oth~r countries. We· hnd to· run over ID:i 
bl'other from Mt-clrigan [Mr. YouNG] in Ol'der to do tllat, but 
w~ di(? it, and we cut ofr the duty on pig iron from $4 to $2.50, 
and the duties on structural steel, exeept the finished shape~ 
and we put sUgfitI'y hlgl).er duties on those. All thTongh the 
schedules of tlie- bfll we adjusted ~ dllties tCY the difference in 
eost of production between this: country an-d abroad. The result 
wa:s, of course, a reduction of dutiesr Why, we cut some duties 
do\vn s-o low that we made the-industry bleed~ They a:re getting 
in more iron ore than my friend wishes we were getting, and 
more pig iron and more scrap iron. 

Competition? Yes. They are- coming II.ere and taking part 
ot om: market.. You. say we promised a lowering of the 
tariff. It was an implied promise that where it w.nr higher than 
the difference in the cost of production here and abroad we 
would Iowe:r it,. and we promised. also, that where the. duties 
were not protective we would still make out the· dlffer~nce in 
the cost between here and abroad- That iS' what we tried to do, 
and that is what we did with a. great portion of the bill. 

As I said before, we could not change this duty in the 
wool schedule, although some- o1l us wanted to and believed 
we ought to do it. We did not d~ it, however, because some of 
the Members believed that the evidence we had before the 
committee- would not warrant it. They had a right to their 
opinion and' I had a ri.ght to mine. They have not changed 
their opinion since and I have not changed mine. 

Here is the table of the Bureau of Statistics: 

.FIRS'D :.rm.r; YEAR or NEW TARIFF LA w. 
Imports of merchantlJ.se into. the United States, the per cent enteml free of duty, the customs receipts., II1ul tlte auerage ail valor em rate of duty during the first 1J montas' operation 

of the fayne tariff law CAug. !i 1909, to Julv S1, 1910), campa.recl with the corresponding. period. of earlier yeu:rs,· a~o a comparison with like data: co1.1£1'in9" the entire. periDJJ, of 
the Dingley, Wilson, and Mt:Kinley laws, respectively. 

[Prepared by the Bureau of Statistics, Department.of Commerce and Labor.) 

Tariff laws in force. 12 months, Aug. 1 to 
July31-

L Includes 2 months under taritI of 1883r 
1Includes1 month under McKinley raw. 
1 Includes Aug. 1-6, 1909, mider aet &.f 1897. 

Import.9 (million dollars). 

Free. Dutiable. T'ota.l. 

378.0 4.56.4 834. 4 
456. z- 369.9 826.0 
444. 2 419. 7 863.9 
387.6 269. 5. 657.1 

357.1 382.6 739. 7. 
359.6 399.2. 758.8· 
388.5 377.8 766.3 

28L7 33!.6 613.4 
306.6 399.6 706.3 
363 3 490.2 853.5 
345.5 4&7.1 832.6 
399.2 510.2 909.4 
432.3 596.5 1,028.8 
449.4 530.7 980.l 
521.8 609.0· r,t30.8 
554.9 6&1. 7 1,244.6 
659..5 797.0 1,456.a 
507.8 648.6 k~~ 60G. 7 731.3 

768.0 794.6 1,562.6 

54.2 62.9 117.1 
59.6 61.4' 12LO 
64.6 63..l 121.'Z 
15'.0 64.5 140.5 
77.fi 61.l: :ras.1 
70.5 63.2 133. 7 
59.6 70..5 130.1 
76.7 86.3 163.0 
62.7 7L3 133.9-
54.'Z ' 65--0' ll9. 7 
54.l 65r'l 119.9 
57. 7 59.6 117.3' 

1,642.1 1,454.0 3,.,096. 0 
34.9 30.9 65.8 

l,080:4 1,132.1 . 2,21"3'.11 

30.9' 32'.4 63-2' 
5,428.S. ~82L5 ~250.(} 

37.7 .fl. 4 Ii 85.l 
768.(1 794.6 1,562.6' 
64.(1 66..2; :1;30~. 

Percent, 
free. 

45.3 
55.2 
51-4 
59.0 

48.3 
47.4 
50. 7 

45.!l• 
43.4 
42.6 
41.5 
43.9: 
42.0 
45.9 
46.r 
44.6. 
45.3 
43.9 
4o. 3 

49..2:• 

46.3 
49.3 
50.6. 
54.1 
55.9 
52.7 
45.8 " 
47.l 
46.8 
4.5.'1 
4.5,2 
49.2 

53.0 
.............. 

48.& 
~-·-···---

44.3 

···---·-····· 
49.2 

------··-·-·· 

Customs 
receiJ>13. 
(million 
dollars). 

21LI 
179. I 
200.6 
125.6 

157.6 
157.6 

.18Ll 

148.3 
207.9 
236.2 
240.0-
'lSr. 6 
282.6 
258.3 
264-.2 
305.2: 
335.9 
277.4 
310.3 

327.9 

28.6 
27.3! 
29~3· 
25.o 
27.I 

Average. Ad valorem 
rate of duty on 

dutiable total fm. 
imports. ports. 

Percent. Eer ce:n.t. 
46.3 25.3 
48..4 2L7 
47.8 23.2 
46.6 19.1 

41.2 21.3 
39. 5- • 20.8 
47.9 23.6 

44. r 24.2 
sz.o 29A 
48.2 27.7 
49.3 28.8 
50.5 28.3 
47.4 2'?:5 
48. 7 26.4. 
43.4 23.4 
44.a 24.5 
42.2. 2.'t.11 
42.8' 24.0 
42.4 23.2 

4L3 2I.O 

45.5 24.4' 
44.5 22.6 
46.40 22.-9 
3.9.8 ; 18 • .2 
44.3 19.5 

25,'X I 40. 'l llL.3 
21.a· - 39.0- ' 21!..2 
33. 7 39.I 20.'Z zr.a· 38.:r 20.4 
23.0., 35..4 19:2 
'1:1"7 42..1 23rl 
25.1 42.0 2L4 

684...& 47.1 22..l 
14..6' ·····--····-· ~- ... -----

485.0 ~.8 21.9 
13.9 ·-----...-....... ··-·-·------3,121..8 4&8 25.11 
21. 7 ············ ..._ .......... -

32'T. 9 41.3 21.0 
27.3. -·······- -···-·· .. ··· 

•Iocludes:Oct. 1-5, 1800 mider act ofl883.; and.Atlg. 2&-3'.1, 1894, under act of 1894. 
6 E:.reludes last. 4 days, of .A.ugilst, 1894, included under McKinley law; includes July a4-al, 1897 under aei o:f189T. 
'Excludes lasts dayaof July, 1897, included under Wllsan law; excludes.A.ug, 1-a, 1909, included under Payne Ia.w. 

NOTP:.-A reduction C1f about S55 ooo;ooo WM caused fu customs receipts under the McKinley Act due to reduced impart.a in thaclosing months under that act in 
anticipation of passage of Wilson t:lliii, whas&revemres ~re-correspondillgly increased. Likewise, a reduetitm otabout$45;000,000 was-caused in customs receipts under 
the D1ngley Act,, doo to. heavy import.'l in closing montrur of. the Wlls'on. law whose revenues were correspondingly increased. The high percentage of fJree- imports· 
under the McKinley law is largely due to the fact that sugar was on the free fist under that act. Of merchandise other than sugar imported under that law, 39.56 per 
cent was free of duty. 
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Mr. FORDNEY. A few minutes ago the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. HUGHES], on the question of files, said that this 
man, Samuel L. Nic:polson, who was making files, stated that 
they were selling them abroad at a profit. I want to show you 
by the record that he stated they were selling at a loss. I refer 
the gentleman to page 2201 of the hearings before the Ways 
and Means Committee in the preparation of the Payne tariff 
bill You will find that the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
UNDERWOOD], in questioning Mr. Nicholson, said : 

· I want to know whether the amount or price at which you wer~ 
selling your files on the average in these markets is less than the cost 
of production, with freight added. . 

Mr. NICHOLSON. l should say that the actual transaction in those 
two countries-Germany and France--was showing no profit. 

That was the thing I had in mind. 
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Will the gentleman permit me 

to read a statement in reply to that, to get it into the RECORD? 
Mr. PAYNE.-'Yes; please give the page. 
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Page 2201: 
Mr. UND:sBWOOD. In Australia you are not selling at a loss? 
Mr. NICHOLSON. No. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. You are selling files in France? 
Mr. NICHOLSON. Yes ; to a limited extent. 
And then he goes on and asks a number of other questions, 

and the concluding one is: 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. It does not show you a loss does it? 
Mr. NICHOLSON. We do not ~e it as a ioss, because there are 

different ways of fixing what your cost is. 

And the testimony shows that he was chased through 20 or 30 
printed pages of testimonf; and that he qualified, ducked, 
evaded, and dodged, although it is quite apparent to every· 
body who read the testimony that he was conducting his opera· 
tions at a profit in those foreign countries, .because he com· 
plained at one time--

Mr. PAYNE. Will the gentleman make his speech short? 
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. I will conclude in a second or 

two. He complained at one time that in one country he was 
going to do less business than be had the year before on ac· 
count of the raising of the tariff. 

Mr. FORDNEY. If you will read the whole paragraph you 
will see he states that because the tariff was imposed upon those 
goods they were doing busines8 without profit, but in the coun· 
tries where there was no tariff they may have made some profit, 
if they figured their cost in a certain way. That is what the 
gentleman has read. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. If the gentleman will buy 
me a box of cigarettes, I will buy him a cigar. 

Mr. FORDNEY. If I owed you one, I would buy it. [Laugh· 
ter.J 

Mr. PAYNE. I think the committee understands it now. Of 
course, Mr. Chairman, figuring the percentage on the dutiabl~ 
goods, you give us no credit for the duties that are remitted 
entirely. For instance, hides disappear from the dutiable list 
and go on· the free list, and of course they show no reduction in 
the general percentage. So with the other matters placed upon 
the free list. For the entire period of the McKinley Jaw the 
percentage of duty on the whole list, dutiable and free, was 
22.1 per cent, and that with free sugar. Under the Wilson law 
the percentage was 21.9, under the Dingley law 25.5, and.under 
the present law 21 per cent, or lower than any of them. [AP· 
plause on the Republican side.] We were revising the Dingley 
bill, and we reduced these duties ftom 25.5 to 21 per cent ex· 
actly. 

But, gentlemen, what was the percentage of reduction of the 
duty itself? Of course you must subtract the percentage of the 
duty under the present law from that under the Dingley' law 
and divide that difference by the Dingley ad valorem to get 
at that fact. When you do that you will find that the reduc· 
tion in the duties on the dutiable list in the present law is a 
reduction of 10 per cent from the duties in the Dingley law, 
on the dutiable list, and the reduction of the duties on the whole 
business, the equivalent ad valorem under the present law, is a 
reduction of 0.176 per cent as compared with the duties on the 
whole business in the Dingley law. Was that a revision up. 
ward? Now, honestly, gentlemen, was that a revision upward? 
.These are the Treasury figures of the entire receipts on the goods 
imported. What is the use? Let justice be done, though your 
imaginary Democratic heavens fall. Come out and confess the 
truth, just as you are willing to about the revenue, now that 
you have been so thoroughly exposed. 

Mr. LONGWORTH rose. 
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Does the gentleman admit that 

heaven is Democratic? 
Mr. PAYNE. I yield first to the gentleman from Ohio. I 

did not catch the remark of the gentleman from New Jersey, 
and I do not want it to go into the RECORD unless I understand 
what it is. 

Mr. LONGWORT~. I want to call the attention of the gen· 
tleman to a statement made by me in the debate last year in 
reply to a statement that the Payne law had increased the 
duties on the necessities of life. I challenged any gentleman, 
as I do now, on that side of the aisle to mention one artic1e 
of daily necessity used either in the poor man's home or ou 
1;lis table, or upon his person, the duty on which had been 
Increased, and the only answer I received was "lemons." 

Mr. HARRISON of New York. All sorts of cotton manufac. 
tures. [Applause on the Democratic side:] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman can not name one. 
. Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, if I had the. time aud the 

strength I would pursue this thing. There is not a phase of it 
that I am not willing to meet anywhere with any man that 
lives. [Applause on the Republican side.] All I want is the 
truth. I do not care to gain my cause by lying, and ne\er 
did. I have generally weighed my statements before I made 
them, and sought to v~rify them. If I have made mistakes, 
they have been unintentional mistakes. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] Some of you people have made honest mis
takes. Do not repeat them. Find out about it; and if yon 
find you are wrong, say so. It will not make much difference. 
The period of vilification in the public press has passed. 
They begin to speak well of this bill. I have had people writ· 
ing for the muck-rake magazines introduce themselves to me, 
take me by the hand, and say, " I was prejudiced against your 
bill and your action in the committee. I did not think you 
went in for an honest revision of the tariff. I did not think 
you reduced the duties in the tariff; but since then I ha-ve 
read every word of the evidence, every word of your examina· 
tion of the witnesses, and I have compared the bill with what 
went before, and I want to apologize to you now and say tllat 
I have been utterly mistaken in regard to this bill and the 
way it wns made and in the framing of it." 

Of course, gentlemen, like all others, I like to have a good 
reputation. I do not like to be hounded and followed with 
slanderous vituperation. I have had a good deal of it in my 
day, and I have got to be pretty thickskinned. 

I had the Porto Rico business for several months after the 
bill became a law, and on an appeal the Supreme Court de· 
cided our powers in regard to the taxation of imports from 
Porto Rico, and after the constitutionality of that law was 
affirmed by the Supreme Court a certain Senator in the Senate 
had put on the civil government bill, that had been reported 
by the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. CooPER, chairman of the 
Committee on Insular Affairs of the House, and it was an
nounced in the papers and in the bill and was refeITed to in the 
Supreme Court decision as the law of that Senator. 

I never got any credit for it. I do not care · anything about 
that. I do not care anything for abuse or for the vilification. 
In the law itself I put a provision that the money raised for 
this should go for the support of schools and the building of 
schoolhouses and civil government in that island. I found that 
they needed the revenue. A newspaper editor came from the 
West and said he never got any idea that that was in the bill. 
Constituents wanted to know why I did not put it in. But 
that does not make much difference. That is past his.tory. 
But here is a great piece of legislation involving the welfare 
and the comfort of millions, and no partisan exigency, no 
spleen manifested outside of this Hall ought to keep them from 
telling the truth about · the present tariff law. Gentlemen, I 
thank you. [Loud and prolonged applause.] 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, the distinguished 
honor of following the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] 
in these concluding hours of the debate I fully appreciate. I 
assure the House that theJr patience will not be wearied nor 
their time be taxed by unnecessary details. 

The distinguished gentleman from New York, the former 
chairman of the Ways and Means Committee and the author 
of the present tariff law, has taken a very wide range in the 
discussi6n of this bill. He has talked about almost everything 
except the bill. Hi~ attack upon the Democracy, Democratic 
doctrines and policies, and statements of Democrats in recent 
years, seems to be mixed with a considerable amount of feeling. 
That feeling appears to be largely personal, a thing I regret, 
because questions of this kind are not generally seen very 
clearly by those wh9 have personal feeling to blear their vision 
and to influence the method of mental procedure in considering 
the various questions at issue. The gentleman from New York 
[Mr. PAYNE] is rather harsh-perhaps not intentionally, but in 
the force of his feeling-in characterizing the various Demo· 
cratic statements tha.t have been made in reference to the 
Payne bill, a .tneasure which he, as its author, vigorously de
fends. I think his reference to the Ananias Club is hardly 
appropriate. The .Ananias Club, as I understand it, is an 
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organization purely Republican in its origin. [Laughter on the 
Democratic side.] The gentleman says that the present bill is 
simply a tissue of falsehoods, and he characterizes it as "lies" 
and objects to our going to the country with "lies," and he says 
that if we go to the country in that way we will be repudi
ated. Of course, Mr. Chairman, I agree with him that the 
count~y will not commend us for falsehoods and lying, or for 
any kmd of deception. So far as the danger of being repudi
ated by the people on account of lying is concerned, I am quite 
sure that the information is very reliable, coming as it does 
from a stand-pat Republican. Experience is a great teacher, 
and the Republican machine has had much experience in 
deception and in receiving the punishment therefor. 

But, Mr. Chairman, this bill . is not a lying bill, it is not a 
deceptive measure. Whether it is wise or foolish whether it 
should meet with the approval of the American p~ple or not, 

procity agreement, and after its denunciation succeeding years of great 
prosperity down to this blessed day. I have shown you that this meas
ure is unrepublican ; that it violates the principles of the Republican 
Party; that it abandons frotection and espouses free trade. It is a 
violation of the pledge o every Republican platform for the last 50 
years of our history. [Applause.] I have shown you that this measure 
is obnoxious class legislation, that it sacrifices the farmer, the bone and 
sinew of the Republic, and destroys his interests. And now I fain 
would appeal to party loyalty, but I know it is of no use. The Repub
lican protectionist, when this vote is taken, marches to his doom. He 
can not resist a united Democratic Party and such Republicans as hear 
from somewhere else an appeal louder than the appeal of party loyalty. 
United, togethe1· they will march to victory under Democratic leadership 
under the folds of the Democratic free-trade flag. I decline to follow. 
I shall stand where I have always stood, and go down with my party. 

He followed this speech with a motion-
to recommit the bill to the Committee on Ways and Means with in· 
struction to report the same back with the addition of the following 
articles to the reciprocal free list, to wit : 

"Fresh meat and all meat products, flour, prepared cereal foods, bran, 
agricultural implements, cotton ties and bagging, binding twine, and 
lumber." -whether it should become a law upon the statute books or 

should fail to pass, are matters that can be discussed fully, fairly, 
and clearly. There is no necessity nor cause for snarling anger. In his desire to be just to the farmer, in his desire that the 
The bill is clear in its terms, and there has been ample time for bill should be fair, he offered this motion. Now, he knew that 
its consideration and discussion. Many speeches have been would endanger the passage of the bill. 
made during this discussion relevant and irrelevant to the bill. The Democrats did not take the bait, but passed the bi11, in 
Many of them, Mr. Chairman, in my opinion, will stand as good faith, through this House, passed it up to a Republican 
beacon lights to guide future legislators in considering and re- Senate, passed it as an administration measure, a step in the 
vising this schedule. [Applause on the Democratic side.] right direction, of a Republican complexion, which at the same 
l\lany of them, not so relevant to the bill, are nevertheless full time did promise some relief. Mr. Taft had gotten up that 
of information and wisdom, and they will be read by coming measure in answer to a nation-wide clamor for relief from the 
generations, and studied by men who desire honestly to serve Payne~Aldrich bill. Mr. Taft had gotten it up to meet that 
the public. Right here I wish to say that the weakness of the popular clamor, and yet--
Republican position in reference to this bill is very apparent. Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Chairman--
They show the paucity of their store of arguments -when their The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman f(om Texas yield to 
principal speakers spend most of their time in discussing what the gentleman from Pennsylvania? 
they claim was a great mistake made by the gentleman from Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Certainly. 
Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] in reference to the daily financial Mr. FOCHT. I would regret very much to have the re-
report of the Treasury. The gentleman from Alabama, chair- marks of the gentleman pass into the RECORD without some 
man of the Ways and Means Committee, stated in his opening protest with respect, at least, to the statement that this is a 
speech that the Treasury was in " a depleted and depleting con- Republican measure. It may be an administration measure, 
dition." The same statement is made in the report of the but, as the gentleman well knows, a majority of the Republican · 
Ways and Means Committee in reporting this bill; and like Members voted against it, and I say to-day that it does not re
allegation was made by resolution of the Democratic caucus. fleet the Republican sentiment of this country. [Applause on 
This statement is denied by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. the Republican side.] 
MANN], Republican leader on that side, and the denial reiterated Mr. Ril'DELL of Texas. Well, I thought it was a Repub
by the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] and the lican measure. The gentleman admits it is an administration 
gentleman from New York [l\fr. PAYNE]. measure and I understood it was a Republican administration, 

If the gentleman f:i;om Alabama made a mistake in reference at least in name. If it is an administration measure of a Re
to one item in a long and intricate financial daily Treasury publican administration, it is a Republican measure; and the 
statement what does it signify? The gist of it is this, that the fact that many of those who are known as the stand-pat Re
Treasury under a Republican administration is, and has been publicans, who run the Republican machine in this House, op
for a long time, depleted and in a depleting condition. They posed the bill simply means that reciprocity was a step in the 
may make all the denials they think proper; the facts remain. interest of the people, as against the special interests wllich 
'.rhe money has already been appropriated out of the Treasury the stand-pat Republicans here in this House constantly defend, 
by statute for 1911 and 1912. The incidental revenue has been and that is the reason they fought it. [Applause on the Demo
phenomenally large in the last fev months (a condition that cratic side.] 
can not be counted on to remain). Gentlemen may take ad- Mr. FOCHT. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for an-
vantage of the fact that, on account of a number of unusual other question? 
circumstances, the general fund in the Treasury bas not been .Ur. RANDELL of Texas. I will yield for a question, but I 
depleted and is not depleting so much as it has been, but the do not want the gentleman to make a speech in my time, as I 
fact stands that the expenses of this Government are more than am going to get through very soon. 
the revenue that can reasonably be expected from the laws Mr. FOCHT. Is it not a fact that the so-called insurgent ele
as they stand to-day ; and I reassert in my place here in this ment-the progressive element-stood solidly against reciproc
House that the records will bear it out, and I reaffirm the ity, or so-called reciprocity, and stand solidly against it in the 
fact, as stated by the gentleman from Alabama, and as stated· Senate, and that the construction you would put upon this 
by the caucus, and as stated in the report of the Committee Ph?-se of the situation is not the correct one-that it was sup
on Ways and Means, that the Treasury of the United States ported solely by the stand-pat Republicans? 
is in "a depleted and depleting condition." [Applause on the Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Why, Mr. Chairman, I understand 
Democratic side.] there is some division of opinion in reference to this matter. I 

That being tlie case, the Democracy of this House, in fram- understand the insurgents, so called, had been stirred up be
ing tariff legislation, should endeavor, of course, to provide for cause it was claimed that the farmers in the West would not 
the expenses that have been contracted for the coming year. favor the bill unless they were protected; and yet when the 
The Canadia~ reciprocity bill, a Republican measure, already farmers' free-list bill was presented by a Democra'tic caucus 
passed by this House, will cause a loss to the Treasury of and by the Democrats of this House was passed, many of thos~ 
some tetl or twelve million dollars a Yt>!lr, according to some gentlemen on the Republican side who had made such strenuous 
estimates. It will probably pass the Senate and become a talk for the farmer talked against the bill which placed on the 
law. The Republican leaders in the House· earnestly, appar- free list what the farmer has to buy. They said it would do 
ently (because I will not question their sincerity and call their the farmer no good; it was not just to anybody; it would de
position "lies"), declared most vehemently that this adminis- plete the revenues, and so forth; and yet we noticed that when 
tration bill was a blow at protectionism, and that it would it came to a vote on that bill the line of demarcation between 
deplete the Treasury. the stand-pat Republicans and the brethren known as insurgents 

The ludicrous part of their contention, however, was the plea was much more marked. 
that the bill would injure the farmer. These champions of the The insurgents looked more with favor upon the bill. The 
protected interests were awfully afraid the farmer would reciprocity bill was forced on the administration by popular 
suffer. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [l\fr. DALZELL] in clamor for tariff reform. It was the best that could be done 
the conclusion of bis speech against Canadian reciprocity' on I under the circumstances, the President thought, and was in
February 14, 1911, said: tended to allay popular clamor and thus avoid a general revi-

Mr. Chairman, I have shown that this measure is an unwise business sion of the tariff. The champions of protectionism felt that the 
measure. I have shown you years of disaster under a Canadian reel- protection wall was in danger of serious injury and, perhaps, 
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total destruction by concessions contained in the reciprocity bill. 
They were fighting for protection, and not because the bill 
lacked merit. · 

Those who have devoted their lives to the ~rvice of the pro
tected interests and know the sources of their predatory power 
oppose too a man any breach in the protection wall. The spe
cially favored interests know that the beneficiaries of the sys
tem must stand together, or the graft of each will be lost by 
the downfall of the whole system. No revision of the tariff can 
be made by men of that mind. Hence, their desperate effort to 
arouse the dis.trust of the farmer and appeal to his selfishness 
and cupidity. If the agricultural interests can be combined 
with " predatory wealth," protectionism may get a new lease on 
life; otherwise the people will triumph and the fruits of labor 
will enrich the toiler. That fight was made in the name of 
labor, and in the name of the farmer, when, as a. matter of fact, 
1t was for the manufacturers and trust magnates, and them 
only. 

It is claimed that this revision of the woolen schedule is not 
a Democratic bill. Some gentlemen of high standing on the 
other side ot the aisle differ very much in their characteriza
tion of this measure. We are told by one, the floor leader on 
that side, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. l\f.A.NN], that the pro
tection in this bill is so high it is absolutely unconscionable as 
a revenue measure. And another gentleman, a former leader 
on the floor and former chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, who has just addressed the House, the gentleman 

. from New York [Mr. PAYNE], takes the position that the pro
tection is so low that it will destroy the manufacturer in the 
woolen industry in this country if it should become a law. He 
sounds that alarm, hoping that the hill will not pass, and that 
his prophecy may stand as a terrorizihg agent to those who are 
interested in the woolen industry~ Why do those men. ·of such 
high standing on that side of the House speak such opposite 
doctrine? . Why is it that some of the best minds on th..'lt side, 
instead of saying that this bill is undemocratic, instead of 
saying that it is entirely lacking in any protective feature, in
stead of saying it is so high protection that it is uncoru;cionable, 
admit that it is a great improvement on the present law, and 
they will have to vote for it on that account? If it ia an 
improvement on the pre.sent law, then, why should we fight it 
and talk about deceiving people, talk about trying to deceive the 
public, and lying to· the public? If the bill is an improvement 
it ought to- be voted for by Democrats, Republicans, or. any 
other Members of this House.. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

I do not know that I am so specially concerned about whether 
this bill is a strictly Democratic measure or not. We have to 
do the best we can according to circumstances. The Democratic 
Party declared in favor of a gradual reduction of the tariff. 
What did it mean by that? Everybody understood it. A sys
tem had been built up under the high protection of the Repub· 
lican tariff; conditions had arisen that we must deal with 
intelligently in. the interest of the whole people; and it was 
not deemed best in re.vising the: tariff to a revenue basis that 
we should do so in such a. sudden manner as to cause any 
undue shock to the people or the business. interests of the coun
try, but that, with strong hands and clear minds, diligently con
sidering the task, we endeavor to readjust the tariff so that the 
stilts should not break and inflated business suddenly topple 
and fall, but unnatural conditions should be corrected in a 
sensible, gradual way to a proper economic basis. 

.A.s to Schedule K, have not we reduced it, and consideribl.y 
reduced it! And yet, I ask every candid man, no matter on 
which side of the House he may be, is it not a fact that an 
average of 40 per cent on woolen cloth iS: a tariff that the manu
facturer has- no right to complfiln about, even from the protee
tion standpoint?· 

I am not here to say there is no protection in the bill. I 
could not candidly state that. The inequalities and defectS" 
have not all be removed. But from the standpoint of a tariff 
for revenue I would say that the bill is well framed for that 
result and at the same time with the view to a gradual reduc
tion of the tariff to a proper revem1e basis. If we desired to 
put the bill down to a Democratic basis at once, there would 
be somewhat of a shock, perhaps, to the woolen manufacturing 
industry. We, however, could· have put raw wool on the free 
list and followed the Democratic doctrine: for the last 50 years 
or longer, without any shock to the woolen industry, and have 
reduced the· amount of the ta.riff on the finished product By 
so doing under present conditi-0ns the a.mount of the revenue 
woulc1 be greatly decreased. The woolen industry, by. having 
free wool, could atrord to have the tariff reduced at least 10 
per cent. In other words, if we put 25 per cent ad valorem on 
woolen cloth with free· raw wool, the manufacturer would be 

in the same condition, practically, as with raw wool at 2-0 per 
cent and' woolen cloth at 40 per cent, as in this bill. But any
one who is familiar with the statistics in reference to it will 
see, and will be bound to admit, that the amount of revenue 
would be greatly decreased. It is estimated that there will be 
about $13,000,000 derived from raw wool under this bill. That 
1s less than raw wool brings in under the present law, but this 
tax is only 20 per cent ad valorem, while the present law of 
11 cents a pound is from 40 to 60 per cent ad valorem. The 
manufacturer has claimed, and receives under the 'Payne bill, 
a "compensatory" duty of 44 cents a pound on account of the 
tariff on raw wool. Now, to remove the tariff from raw wool 
and to remove the compensatory duty would leave him where 
he would have- all the protection that he claimed his industry 
was entitled to when the Payne-Aldrich law was written, to 
wit, from 50 to 55 per cent ad valorem. . 

We propose to strike out the spe~:fic duty of 44 cents per 
pound and to reduce the ad valorem duty 20 per cent. Gentle
men on that side find it bewildering their wits to decide whether 
to condemn tlie bill for the protection retained by it or to rave 
their Ditter denunciation for its reduction of protection. The 
consumer evidently has reason to hope. This bill is denounced 
as being one of ad valorem duties. That fact is one of its chief 
virtues. The Payne-Aldrich bill in this very same wool sched
ule puts on ad valorem duties, specific duties, compensatory 
duties, every kind of comoination duties you can name and 
mixes them up, so that no one can tell just what the tariffs paid 
by the people really are. Only experts can even estimate the 
amounts. It is a cunning device, combining the different kinds 
of duties, accentuating the evns of each, deceiving the people, 
robbing the consumer, cutting. off revenue, and fostering 
monopoly. 

We have only the one simple method-the ad valoreni duties. 
Our plan is better for the woolgrower as well as the consumer. 
It works no injustice on anyone~ It is easily u,nderstood and 
applied. .A.s shown Iast night by the able argument of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSoNJ, the sheep raiser 
can get more under a 20 per cent ad valorem duty than he had 
ever gotten under the specific duty of 11 cents a pound. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIR~IAN. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to 

the gentleman from Ohio? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Certainly. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Do I understand that the gentleman 

says that a. decrease of the duty by 60 per cent will increase 
the price o.f raw wool? 

Mr. RA.111--UELL of Texas. I think that while that may be a 
seeming paradox, it- yet may really be the fact, and if the gen
tleman wa:s. not here last night and did not hear the argument 
of the gentleman from Minnesota, I would recommend that he 
get his speech when it appears in the RECORD and read it care
fully and he will find it was very fully demonstrated. 

l\fr. LONGWORTH. Then I will ask the gentleman it the 
duty on raw wool was reduced 60 per cent f.or the purpose of 
increasing its price? 

Mr. RANDELL. of Texas. It was reduced for the purpose of 
raising revenue in the amount named. 
M~. LONGWORTH. The gentleman says that the duty was 

formerly somewhere between 40 and 60 per cent, and that it is 
now reduced to_ 20 per cent. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. That is the average. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes; the average. Now, I will ask the 

gentleman this : Whether he th.inks by reducing the duty from 
60 per cent to 20 per. cent that wi.11 increase the price of raw 
wool? 

Mr. RANDELL ot Texas. I say that the . gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. STEENERSON}, in a very carefully prepared and 
learned dissertation on this subject, showed it quite conclusively, 
and I think he would have convinced the gentleman from Ohio, 
if he had heard him, that under this law the wool producer, 
if he sees proper, can recover more profit under a 20 per cent 
ad valorem tariff than he has ever been able to get under a tarllf 
of 11 cents a pound. 

Mr. LONGWORTHr In other words, it will increase the price 
of raw woaH Will it? I would like to have the gentleman 
answer. my questionr 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. He will get more for it. The wool 
produeer will get more out of this bill than out of the Payne
Aldrich bill,., but at the same time the price of the finished prod
uct to the people- will be only 10 per cen.t higher, by reason of 
the tax on raw wool, whereas under the Payne-Aldrich bill it 
was 44. per cent. higher. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Then, let me a.sk the gentleman this 
question:- He states that if raw wool had been put on the free 
list you could have reduced the ·duty carried in this- bill to the 
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manufacturer. Do I understand the gentleman to mean that if 
wool is placed on the free list it would have very much reduced 
the price? 

l\Ir. RANDELL of Texas. Well, of course, all the wool that is 
imported into the country has to be paid for according to the 
rate fixed in the law, and all the imported wool would be taxed 
20 per cent ad valorem under this bill. It is taxed now at 11 
cents a pound. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I asked the gentleman a question that he 
can answer -by " Yes" or " No." I asked him whether, in the 
event raw wool was placed on the free list, it would reduce its 
price? · 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. It might do it temporarily, but I 
really believe the general result of it would be an increased 
price, by reason of the industry being on a better basis. In 
other words, I believe that all the tax on ra.w wool, so far as 
the protection standpoint is concerned, is a pure gratuity to the 
wool producer. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. That iB it! And therefore he gets the 
higher price, does he not? 

l\Ir. RANDELL of Texas. All he gets is a pure gratuity. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. Wby is it a gratuity? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I say all that he gets is a gratuity. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to know if the gentleman desires 

to go into the RECORD, as the ranking member of the majority 
of the Ways and Means Committe~ 

l\Ir. RANDELL of Texas. What I say will go into the 
RECORD, and I will stand by that. 

l\Ir. LONGWORTH. I want to know if the gentleman wants 
to go into the RECORD as saying that a reduction of the duty on 
raw wool will increase the price of raw wool? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I believe eventually it will, but 
temporarily it will not. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I wanted to know. 
Mr. RAJ\TDELL of Texas. That is my candid answer. 
Mr. SLOAN. If the gentleman will yield to me, I am inter

ested also from the wool producer's standpoint. Do I under
stand the gentleman correctly that he indorses the argument of 
the gentleman from l\Iinnesota [Mr. STEENERSON], which shows 
that the wool producer will have a more effective revenue pro
tection-if I may use that term-under the new bill than he 
had under the old one? · 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I have just expressed myself along 
that line. I think he will be benefited by it. 

Mr. SLOAN. Then, as a matter of fact, this bill raises the 
protection over what it has been heretofore to the wool pro
ducer? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not understand that every 
revenue item is protection, and I do not care to be led off into 
that sort of a discussion. Some gentlemen believe there is 
" protection " wherever you levy any tariff. I am not going 
into such abstruse questions as that. As a matter of fact, 
whatever protection this bill has in it is simply a necessary 
remnant of the protection in the present tariff law. 

.Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Is it not true that this bill, 
by wiping out the discrimination that now exists between the 
duties on first and second class wool, will to that extent re
dound to the benefit of the home wool producer? 

l\lr. RANDELL of Texas. Very much so. We do not pro
duce the finest wool. Under the ad valorem duty the wool in 
this country will have a much better showing in the market 
than it wpuld on the basis of so much a pound of specific dufy. 
That has been argued, and I think it iB correct; but I do not 
propose to take up the time to go through the same argument 
again, or to elaborate on that question. 

This discussion is getting clear away from the range of my 
intended remarks. I do not desire to take all my time on these 
lines. 

Mr. SLOAN. Has any wool producer in the United States 
asked for a change in the tariff on raw wool from what it is 
now to the basis in the proposed bill? 

Mr. RA:NDELL of Texas. I understand a number of wool 
producers in the Middle West have written letters to their 
Members of Congress here, stating that they wanted free wool, 
but, to be candid with the gentleman, I do not know of any 
large producers who have asked it. I did not expect that they 
would. The miserable arrangement that was made by the Re
publican Party, of which it ought to be ashamed, the nefarious 
combination that was made between the woolgrower and the 
wool manufacturer, in connection with the Republican machine, 
to rob the public, has so blinded the sheepmen and enriched 
the manufacturers they still clamor for the schedule to stand 
untouched. They say leave Schedule K alone. There is no 
reason on earth why a man who owns a sheep should tax the 

balance of th~ people, and the poor people at that, in order to 
make his wool sell for a little more; he has no right to do it. 

l\fr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman, as I understand, is 
arguing in favor of increasing that price? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Oh, the gentleman from Ohio does 
not understand my argument. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman said that this was an 
iniquitous duty to enable the sheep owner to tax the public, 
and now he comes in and says that this bill will increase the 
price of raw wool. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. The gentleman from Ohio seems 
to have his mind at a different angle from mine. I say that 
the arrangement existed, and exists, and I also add that the wool 
producer, while he may imagine he is getting something-and 
some of them seem to think they are benefited by it-as a mat
ter of fact he is robbed by the woolen manufacturer. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. But the gentleman just said he was 
robbing the public. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. They together are robbing the 
public, and the manufacturer is putting the money in his pocket. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does the gentleman think the present 
price of raw wool too high? 

Mr. RA~"'DELL of Texas. I do not know whether it ts too 
high or too low ; that question has nothing to do with the 
argument I am making. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. It has everything to do with the argu
ment the gentleman is making, unless the gentleman is frank 
enough to say that the purpose of the bill is to increase the 
price of wool. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. The purpose of the bill is to raise 
revenue for the Treasury of the United States. I believe the 
effect of the bill will be goop. for the men that raise sheep. I 
have said that several times, and I think the gentleman from 
Ohio ought to understand it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to know what the gentleman's 
views are on the tariff-as to the effect of the tariff on the 
price. Now, I will take a parallel case. The present duty on 
iron or~ 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I would rather the gentleman 
would put his inquiry without putting a parallel case. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I want to know whether the gentleman 
considers the duty on iron ore affects the price to the consumer? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. It may or it may not. I would 
rather talk about wool. I do not desire to go into the iron 
schedule. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. If the gentleman does not care to be 
interrupted--

Mr. RANDELL of .Texas. Oh, the gentleman may ask me 
any question about the wool matter. The gentleman's ques
tion is, Will the price of wool be raised-that is, will the 
tariff affect the price of wool? I suppose it does affect the 
price some; but, in my opinion, under the best light that I can 
get from those who know the most a-bout it, the woolgrower gets 
about 2 cents a pound more than he would get if there were 
no tariff on it. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The gentleman just said that the effect 
of this bill, which decreases the duty 60 per cent, will increase 
the price over the iniquitous price they are now getting. 

Mr. RA1'"1)ELL of Texas. I believe eventually the wool 
producer will profit by free wool. His idea to-day is that he 
can not raise sheep unless protected by law. Men do not desire 
to go into a business of that kind ordinarily; they do not 
know when the law might be changed and the business would 
fail. The president pro terp.pore of the Senate of Texas, who 
claims to be a Democrat, and who is candid enough to · admit 
that he is a protectionist, is a woolgrower, and one of the largest 
in the State, and has been in the business over 20 years, at
tending to it himself. While here, during this session, he said 
that wool could be raised as cheaply in Texas, or cheaper, 
than anywhere else in the world if it was not for the scab and 
the wolves. _ • 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Now, let me ask the gentleman this 
question, in order to bring out clearly what his views are. I 
will ask the gentleman if the object of himself and his col
leagues on the Ways and Means Committee in bringing in this 
bill reducing the duty on wool is for the purpose of increasing 
the price Qf wool? 

.Mr. RANDELL of Texas. No; it is not for that purpose. It 
is for revenue. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I am speaking of the reduction. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have answered 

the question several times. How many times does the gentle
man want it answered? I have answered the question several 
times, that that was not our purpose. Is that an answer or_ not? 
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Mr. LONGWORTH. N1>-; it "!s n.ot. 
Mr.. RANDELL 1Qf Texas. ·Then -0.oes the gentleman want me 

to say that ;such is our -purpose? I will mot make .that answer. 
Mr. HUGHES of New .Jer.sey . .I .suggest rthat the gentleman 

from .Texas allow the ·gentleman from Ohio to n.sk the :question 
and answer it also. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I 1111 ask the gentleman from "New 
Jersey :whether ihe thinks this bill will increase the 'Priee of Taw 
iWOOl? 

Mr. RANDELIJ of Texas. Oh, Mr. Chairman, !£ want to treat 
my eolleague !fairly~ .but--

Mr. LONGWORTH. Oh, if rth-e gentleman does not desire to 
be interrupted I shall !llOt :de it. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I want to t-reat the gentleman 
with ie:very courtesy, but I -submit he is -asking a question of 
whether this tariff was fixed on wool for the purpose of rais
ing the ptiee. I s.ay ''no." J think that is -an answer to the 
question. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. The reduction of the duty has reduced 
!the revenue, h-as it not? 

.. M.i:. RANDELL 'Of 'I'exas,, Xt will .reduce 'it. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. It has, according to the gentleman's 

:Statement, reduced it :about ten million . 
. Mr. RANDELL of Texas. N-0 ; .ahout .eight; it wotild <do it 

if this bill becomes a law-that is, reduce the i°evenue on raw 
;wool. 

.Mr. LONGWORT-H. Let me nsk the gentleman why, if this 
b.111 is in the interest af the consumer, you reduce the re-venue, 
unless it is to depreciate the price of wool? 

Mr. RAl\'DELL -0f Texas. Wool being free, American wool 
w.ould not sell far as nmch in the home market, ~perhaps, under 
normal <Conditions, a-s it would qnder tari1f duty. 'The situa
tion, however, is :au.eh, :and the conditions bave been and are 
such, that the producer does not get more than about 2 cents 
a pound .on his raw wool by ~eason of the tariff and it does 

ot p.ay nearly so much as the g-entleman thinks it does. 
The mtement <>f this gentleman from "Texas who, I believe, 

is the president of the Woolgrowers' Association in that State, 
is that they could raise wool in 'T~xas at as ·small a oost as 
anywhere else in the world, except for the wolves and the 
scab. He further mformed us that the State of Texas had 
already ·appropriated money to 'kill out the wolves, which will 
be exterminated in~ very few j"ears; not to exoeed 'fiye years. 
He also said that the scab '.could be -eradicated :by dipping; 
that the trouble had been that men would neglect to dip; that 
he had succeeded in getting a law passed that required dipping 
for scab, and if the sheep owner did not do it, it would be d-0ne 
at his expense by the Sta1:e. Not only. that, but, he said, by 
dipping the sheep, and by naving wll'e fences to protect tnem 
fl:om the wolves, tbe woo'I: coold be produced as ·Cheaply there 
now as anywhere else in the world, and be -said h~ was for 
protection for the next five years. That was his statement. 

The ~ommittee ·decided that for Tevenue it was -necessary to 
put 20 per .cent .ad rvalorem -0n Taw wool. -Other bills that we 
had passed would reduce the tariff receipts. The Treasury had 
been depleted, ·and was being depleted, under Republican ex
travagance. 'This bill was -framed, '3D.d when we are · tatID.ted 
with having rejected the old Democratic policy -0f ~free raw 
wool it seems to me that the gentlemen who inveigh aga:inst mis
Tepresentation ·should stop and eonsitler. Take this bill and the 
resolutiGn passed by the caucus together. What do they mean? 
They mean that tbe Democratic Party, which has stood for free 
raw wool for more than 50 -years and never -0.id as -a policy 
starul for a tax on Taw w-001, presented thls bill a'S an emergency 
measur.e, f{)r the purpose of revenue and not as a rejection of 
Democratic 'Principles nor a change of the established policy -0f 
the party. 

In -0rder that the country might fully understand the iposition 
of the party as to taxing raw wool, the Democratic caucus of 
this House, -0n .June 1, at the time this bill was approved, 
passed, by a practically unanimous vote, this resolution : 

Resoz.vea, That the l>lll revising Scnedule K, -as pr.esented to this 
caueus by the majority membeni <Jf the Ways and .Means Committee, is 
not to be cons.trued '8.8 an :i.bandonment of .any Democratic policy .; but 
in view of the Democratic platform demand for .a gradua reduction 
of the ta.rlfr and of the depleted and depleting condition of the Public 
Treasury-a i'esul.t of Republican extrav.aga:nce-a tariff of :20 per cent 
ad valorem on raw wool is now proposed as a revenue necessity. 

Now, my friends, is it a Democratic doctrine? :The wiles of 
the sophlst and the craftiness of deceit' could n.ot -0bsc11re the 
clearness of that declaration. 

Mr. CULLOP. Will .the gentleman permit an interruption? 
Mr. RANDELU tl.f Texas. Certainly~ 
Mr. OULLOP. It w.as in keeping with that plank -of the 

national platform of .1908 :which pro-vid-ed that in the rednction 
oJ. the tariff it should be made gradually until it reached a 
revenue basis solely. 

'.Mr. RANDELL .of ?;.exas. Cevtainl;y; t~~ reso1ntion stat~ 
that. Every Democratic platform since 1856 declared for 'free 
wool. In my individual opinion, a gradual reduction on "t"aw 
wool is no.t necessary. Were it not for revenue necessities, wool 
·could and weuld go upon the free list The tax Q-n manufac· 
·tures, however, should be -gradually Teduced. Woolen mills 
hav~ been builded on an ·a'Ttificlai basis by Teason of tariff pro
tection; woolgrowing has not. Free wool would _permit a greater 
rednetion .aµd a quicker riddance -frem discriminating rates on 
·woolen manufactur.es. It would be cheaper to the -consumer -and 
better for ·the business. 

Mr. GARNER. Will my colleague yield for a question Tight 
there,? 

Mr. RANDELL of ·T~as. <Certainly. 
Mr. GARNER. Why would not my eolleague be willing to 

allow the same duty on raw wool that he does ·On the finished 
article-the same .rate of duty1 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I might and I might not. It 
depends en circumstan-ces. r am not one of those who believe 
that raw material must be taxed because the finished product 
i.s faxed, nor am I one who subscribes to the doctrine that as a 
matter of principle we should have free raw material~-

Mr. GARNER. What is tb.e obj-action, then, to levying the 
same rate-

Mr. 'RANDEL'L -0f Texas. I will state my position. 
Mr. GARNER. To levying the same rate ·On the raw mate

rial that you levy ion the manufactured article! 
Mr. R~ELL of Texas. That depends upon the situation 

entirely. 
Mr. GARNER. Let us take it in reference to wool. What ls 

the objection to levying the same rate -on :raw wool that _y-0u 1evy 
on the manufactured artlele? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. One reason is that in the wisdom 
of the caucus they did not decide to do it. 

I think free wool would haYe been better, ·but the wisdom of . 
the caucus, the wisdom of the party, dictated that, instead, 
there should be levied a tariff of 20 per cent aa valorem. While 
I admit it is reasonable, from the standpoint of getting revenue, 
to put it at 20 per rent, and cloth at 40 per cent, yet I do not 
believe it was-a ·necessity. The caucus thought so; I agreed to it 

Mr. GARNER. Now, Mr. Cha'irman, just one other question. 
W.ould my colleague be willing, then, to levy a 25 per cent duty 
on ·raw wool and 25 ·per ·cent duty on the manufactured article, 
which would raise the same amount of duty Taised under the 
JJresent rate m this bill? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I would Tather reduce the tariff 
on the manufactured article, giving free raw wool, beca11se I 
know i:hat when we place the lowest revenue rate on the finished 
article it will cost the consumer much less than a t:rx on both, 
and so I 'Prefer to put the tax in this schedule on the manufac
;tured product. 

1\fr. GARNER, Twenty-five per cent ad valorem would be the 
height that the manufacturer of fuis country could sell hls ar
ticle .under .a revenue dn.ty. If we levy 25 per ·cent on the raw 
materlal 2.Ild 25 per cent an the manufactured article would it . 
cost the consumer one dime more? 

Mr. RANDELL Gf Texas. 1t would not cost the ·consumer 
.any .more lf the price of the manufaetlll'ed article remn.ined the 
.same, but it would cost the consumer less if, instead ()f taxing 
.raw wool, you lowered the tariff on manufa.ctures to 20 per 
.oent. If the .roanuf acturer can stand 25 per cent tax on raw 
wool, we can, with free wool, greatly reduce both the tariff rate 
and the cost to :the consumer. 'Thus imports would increase, 
'holding prices to a reasonable .figure, bringing in .revenue, and 
openi:Qg the markets of the world to our people. If you iPUt the 
tax an rnw wool at 20 per cent;, or ..any other rate, you would 
necessarily have to raise the tax on manufactures. I do not 
-desir.e to go into that fur.th&. 

Mi:. GARNER. I want to unda-stand it The gentleman .says 
it is necessary. Why is it :necessary? 

Mr. JtAND:ELL of Texas. Ever~one admits that, and if you 
calculate you will find it necessary. I believe that med r.a.w 
wool is bad for the manufacturer-I mean the legitimate .manu
facturer who is not trying to ro.b .anybody-and it is bad for 
the woolgrower. I believe with free .raw wool and a low reve
.lnne tariff on woolen goods if our manufacturers, instead of 
glving us shoddy good~, instead of ;giving us poor quality, in
.st'Em.d of manufacturing under high -prot€etion and co-mbin.ing 
for the purpose of exploiting the American market, would en
-O.eav-0r to compete in the great markets :of the world as well us 
at home, they w,ould be the .gr.ea.test woolen manufacturers in all 
the w-orld. 

Under :natural 6lllditions every farm would have some t;heep 
for mutton and for wool and as scavengers. It is estimate<! a 
sheep is worth about $2 per annum for increasing the fertility: 
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of the farm. All of these items wouldi cmmt, and if our wool~m which. would. CQSt him $36. And yet the two· good suits would 
manufacturers would take the proper position in the markets of last us long as. ther three mferior ones, and would look \ery 
the world it wonld be better for th.Ls country and better foz the mueh better; because. a good suit looks, very well as long as it 
wool producers, although I do not believe sheep would be pro- lasts, whereas a poor suit does not even look well when it is, 
duced for wool alone. new. 

Mr. SIMS. Is it not a fact, now, if our American manufae:- Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yiel-d 1 
turer for foreign consumption is permitted to use fore~ rli.w The CHAffiMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to_. 
material free of duty 'l the gentleman from Illin.ais.1 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Nearly so Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. GARNER.. Ninety-nine per cent.. Mr. MANN. I nnderstooo the g.entlelllilll to g?.ve ·an illustra-
Mr. SJMS. Now,, why is it that we. think so much mOl!'e ot tion showing that where the tariff was 50 pm:: cent it would! 

the fo.reigner than we do of our home people, and why do- we- keep out the Englishman from out IlllUket on clothing. 'Now,. 
not give the American manufacture!! free raw material wh~ wba.t is the :rate <>f ta.tiff in this bill on dothing'2 
he manufa<;tures for home demands'l :Mx .. RANDELL of Texa9_ Forty-five per cent. 

Mr. RANDELL of Tex&3. I think that is simply. a situu..tion. Mr. MANN. Does the- gentleman draw a '\"'ery broad distinc-
which-- tion between the 50 per cent of his illustration and the 45 per 

Mr. SIMS. Therefore the manufacturei: does not pay the tax cent under this bill?. 
on goods now manufactul'ed for :foreigners? - Mr. RANDELL o-f Texas. I did not. say the Payne-Aldrich, 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. He pays the tarifi', manufactures bill had a. duty of 50 per cent.. I only gave that figure for easy, 
the wool for exportation~ and then collects back 99' per cent of calculation. 
the tax. Thi-s is called his drawback. Of course, he would be out l\Ir. :MANN. The gentleman's illustration was based on a 
some- time and trouble and interest, and so forth., That would ta.r:iff of 50 per cent? 
amount to very little; but even that little considerably impedes. Mr. RANDELL of Texas. That was a:s an illustration. 
him:. in getting into th-e foreign markets. The: condition is this: Mr. MANN. Yes. I say the gentleman's illustrn..tion was 
The manufactmer is willing to combine with the wool pro- based on 50 per cent? 
ducer-who ought to be ashamed of himself to be in such Mr. RANDELL of Texas; Yes.. 
unholy combination-and the American consumer iS' compelled Mr. l\IANN~ ThB gentleman,. by illustrmtion, attempted to 
to pay exorbitant prices or do without woolen goods-.. Onr demonstrate-very likely correctly-that that would keep out, 
manufa-c.tnrel'.S- export very little and buy American-grown wool the foreigner from our market. 
at their own. price. We consume in round numhers a.bout Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I think it would, very largely. 
$420,000,000 worth of woolen goods in thia country, $20,,000,000 Mr. l\IANN. Would the 45 per cent7 
of which are imported. Five per cent are imported; and· the Mr. RANDELL of Texas. With. taxed wooI it will be very 
woolen manufacturer is content to. rob the- people of his own mucb less objectionable. n will not keep it out nearly a_s_. 
country rather than compete here and in the markets of the much as the. 93 per cent under the Payne-Aldrich bill. The gen
world for his fair> just, and honest position. among business. treman must remember, Mr., Chairman,. there are a great many 
men. thin.gs. in this schedule-wool and cloth and suits of clothes., 

Mr. WEEKS. Will the gentleman from. Texas yield2. and various articles-that are ma.nufactn.red abroad that ha.ve, 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas.. Certainly. practically no competition here-,. because the manufacturers here 
Mr. WEEKS. I was going to say, apropos of the question_ do not produce a similar article, and, therefore, we get some_ 

rrsked by the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. S:rMs], that Ip.re- importations into the country. 
sume the gentleman from Tens knew that we did not expor-t That is the way we get about 5 per cent of the woolen goods. 
more than o-ne-half o:f 1 per cent of the- output of woolen and that are consumed here. But if the manufacturers o.f this coun
worsted manufactures in this country. It. is so- little it is abso- try produced every class and kind of goods that the foreigner 
lutely negligible-, and so- I. do not see- any point in discussing tries to bring in. they could keep him out entirely. They do not 
that question. try to keep him out on everything. They let him make soma 

Mr. RANDELL oil Texas. I thank too gentleman for his fancy or special goods and bring them in, thereby raising some 
statement I thought I. had practically said: that. They do revenueA The duty is so high that an importation of $20,000,000 
not try tO' get into the markets- of the wurld. They are content worth of those goods brings in about $20,000,000 of revenue; or, 
to stn._y here in this country an-d rob these people. Take a suit to be more accurate, $23,000,000 of imports brought in last year 
of clothes that is worth $8, say, in England, and we put a tariff $20,000,000 of revenue. The· foreigner can not compete. Im
of 50 per- cent ad valorem on it ported goods are of kinds not manufaetured1 here, or such alt 

The home man does not charge the $12 1f the English mer- the taste of the buyer prefers ro the home manufac-ture. It is 
ehant or manufacturer proposes to contest the market, but he only in that way that we get any revenue out of it at ally and 
can sell that at $10 and run the English manufacturer- out, if, as I said, thei'e were- no woolen products imported except 
because the English manufacturer must pay the 50 per cent. those- tlmt the· Americall! manufacturer commonly produces, he 
He cun sell at $8 in an open market, He must pay $4 to come- could, if he desired, keep· e-very dollar's- worth from coming intO' 
Into the market,. making the suits eost $12.. Hence- he must this country. 
sell the suit at $12, and then he is cutting just as close in com- Mr. WEEKS'. Will the gentleman yield 1 
'petition as he was before in selling it at $8. He is soon run out :Ur. RANDELL of Texas. Certainly. 
of the market, and then the-American manufacturer wilI charge Mr. WEEKS. I understood the gentleman to say that- when 
the $12, and perhaps $13, or $14, or $15 in some places,. but these manufacturers get together, in some mysterious way they 
ordinarily,. perhaps, Ile would not go over the amount of the depreciate the value- of their product. · 
tariff. Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I did not say that. I said that, 

Mr. AMES. Will the gentleman yfeld for a question? competition being cut off, they have the market and fix the-
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Let me finish this illustration, and price on the consumer; that they can levy on him all that the 

then I will, Bnt he charges the $12~ Now, suppose he had half consumer will pay for the goods, and when they have no com
the market before there was any ta.riff. If the English mer- petition they can reduee the quality. 
chant kept the same trade he would pay $4- ()Il the same suit, l\Ir. WEEKS. Has that been the case? 
and that would' go into the Treasury; so that if he maintained Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I think there has been a great 
his trade, the American people would get into the Treasury 50 deal of complaint about it. 
per cent ad valorem on half of the such woolen suits-those Mr. WEEKS. Does not the gentleman know that we use 
imported-and would be payln.g 50 per cent ad valorem also on nearly 50 per cent more wool per capita in our clothing than: 
those manufactured here, which would ga into the pockets of · any nation_ in the world?· 
the American mfillufacturers. But it does not work that way. Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I run not aware of that fact. 

The foreigner is driven out of the market, and we pay $12 Mr. WEEKS, That is a fact; and the amount of cotton used 
for the suit of clothes. But that is· not alL Not a <l.ollar of it in trcll' clothing bas diminished 50 per cent in the last 10 years 
goes into the Treasury. But that is not the worst -0f it. Having ?trr. RANDELL of Texas. It the gentleman will hear me i 
no competition from abroad, they simply combine. You: say. did not say that we do not have woolen manufactures that ~re
"Oh, maybe they may not." But they have combined; and fit to weal!', but I do say that the quality in our woolen munu
there has been po power yet found that can keep them from it. factures is not what it would be if there was competition whicb 
Oertainly no Republican administration has ever kept them ma..dei it necessary. 
from it. [Applause on the Democ-ratic side.] Mr.. WEEKS. You wm admit that there is free competition 

Now, then, what is the result? They decrease the quality of in Great Britain. 
the goods, and soon instead of two snits at $8 ap~~~ costing Mr. RA~-rnELL of Texas. Yes; and they make better goods 
$16,. the same mun would have ta buy three suits at $12. apiece, there than our manufacturers make, too. 
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Mr. WEEKS. But we use nearly 50 per cent more wool per 
capita in our clothing in this country than they do in Great 
Britain, and we do not use half as much cotton in our clothing 
as we did 10 years ago. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not desire to prolong this 
unduly. Does the gentleman mean that we use more wool per 
capita--· 

Mr. WEEKS. In other words, the American people consume 
more woolen clothing. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Certainly; and it is a rich market 
that tp.e woolen manufacturer has been exploiting for nearly 
50 years, and it is a shame on our civilization. It is a shame 
on the honor of this Government. It is a blot on the Republican 
Party; and if the party was not already so black, it would 
show up all over the world. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

l\Ir. WEEKS. I do not wish to take the gentleman's time; 
but I understood the impression was given that when these 
woolen manufacturers got together they depreciated the value 
of their product. · 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I did not say that. 
-1\Ir. WEEKS. I wanted to indicate to the gentleman that 

the value of the product is constantly increasing in this coun
try, and has been for 20 years. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. The ouput is greater. 
Mr. WEEKS. I am talking about the per capita. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I aJD talking about the quality of 

the goods. · 
l\Ir. WEEKS. I am, too. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. If the people in one country use 

· only one suit per capita of woolen goods every year, and the 
people in this country use three suits, they consume more per 
capita; but _if those three suits are of inferior quality and not 
as well made as they would be under competition, as a matter 
of fact, our people are imposed upon, on account of the lack of 
quality in the goods. I am not going to take the time to dis
cuss it with the gentleman, but I state that it is a matter of 
general notoriety, it is a matter that is stated by many men en
gaged in the business, that in this country the woolen manu
facturer does not make a proper quality of goods, that the 
quality is inferior because of monopoly and, consequently, the 
lack of competition. 

l\Ir. WEEKS. Let me add one comment. . 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Does not the gentleman agree to 

that? 
Mr. WEEKS. I do not. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Then let us drop the subject. 
Mr. WEEKS. If the gentleman will take the census report 

which was issued the 4th of last April he will :find just the con
trary to what he states. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. What report is that? 
Mr. WEEKS. The census report. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Who furnished it? 
Mr. WEEKS. I · do not know who furnished it. · It was the 

preliminary report of the recent census on wool manufactures. 
l\Ir. RANDELL of Texas. If the gentleman will investigate 

he will find that the adminish·ation, the census, and all of them 
take the report that the woolen manufacturers furnish them in 
reference to this schedule. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
That is where the trouble comes when trying to get informa
tion, trying to :find out how these things are. The majority 
members of the Ways and l\feans Committee were confronted 
with the same trouble; the information we got from the Gov
ernment, that ought to be correct, simply comes from the inter
ested woolen manufacturers. 

Mr. WEEKS. Well, if the gentleman wants to fall back and 
lea-ve it that way, I am willing. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Does the gentleman deny it? 
Mr. WEEKS. Absolutely, as far as I know. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Has the gentleman any knowledge 

on the subject? 
Mr. WEEKS. I have no knowled;e; but I assume that the 

Go•ernment employees do their duty. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Then, I hope the gentleman will 

not take up my time in talking about something about which 
he has no information. I say that is my understanding, that 
these figures and reports are furnished by the woolen manu
facturers, and they are taken by the department, and that has 
been the case for some years. I do not care to discuss that any 
further. If the gentleman does not believe it, he may remain 
a doubting Thomas all his life, but if he will investigate he 
will :find that it is true. The statistics published by the de
partment are made up by the Woolen Manufacturers' Associa
tion. 

Mr. SIMS. If the gentleman from Texas will pardon me, if 
the gentleman making the cloth only makes 10 cents now with 
the tariff at the present rate, he will go out of business if this 
bill passes. 

Mr • .AMES. That is so. The only way to reduce the price 
of cloth and cheapen wool is to cut down labor. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. That is what they always do. 
Mr. Chairman, that is the way the manufacturer that wants 
to be upheld by the Government, that does not understand that 
men engaged in the manufacturing business ought to be men 
for all that, that they ought to stand and uphold their business 
by their own energy and industry, the manufacturers that pro
pose to be hothoused by law always, as soon as circumstances 
begin to pinch..a little financially, want to strike at the laborer 
every time instead of going to ~their accounts, inspecting their 
business methods, and seeing where the leak is. 

Mr. A.MES. On the contrary, we do not want to reduce the 
wages of the working people, and that is why we are opposed 
to this bill. [Applause on the Republican side.] · 

Mr. R~J)ELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have never yet 
been able to find anyone that would say where the laborer ever 
got an increase by reason of a tax being placed on a commodity. 
If we were to let the woolen schedule stand like it is, how much 
protection would the laborer get? Why, the .protection, as they 
call it, amounts to more than the cost of production in England. 
That is the fact about it. 

Mr. AMES. Will the gentleman permit another interruption? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. AMES. I would like to inform the gentleman that with

out any pressure from the outside in the mills at home they, 
have increased the wages 37! per cent in the last 17 years. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not know how low they were 
to start with, but I hope justice may be done. But it does 
seem to me that when they talk ab.out protection for the purposo 
of helping labor they ought to show the country how much of 
the protection labor gets. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
The whole cost of production in Eng1and is not equal to the 
amount of protection you have in many of the items in this par
ticular schedule. 

Mr. Chairman, what excuse is there that .the poor man should 
have to give for a blanket not only the value of the blanket but 
180 per cent additional? Where is the justification? The tariff 
on blankets brings in no revenue because it is prohibitive. There 
are practically no importations. .And yet the poor people, the 
old shivering people, the young, tender, and delicate infants, all 
must be a prey to the rapacity of the man who contends that 
Schedule Kin the Payne bill ought to remain the law and that 
this bill ought not to pass in the interest of the country. 

Mr. Chairman, frequent interruptions have drawn me far 
away from the intended course of my remarks. In this con
nection, however, I '\-Vill here present opinions from high author
ity as to the effects on public health by reason of the cruelly 
exorbitant prices charged for woolen goods under Republican 
tariffs. 
· Dr. W. Shropshire, a physician and surgeon of Yoakum, Tex., 
situated in the wool-growing section, where he has practiced for 
20 years, answering my inquiry, wrote, under date of June 15th 
instant: 

Without doubt the high prices of woolens has very materially cur
tailed the use of flannels and woolen goods, especially by the poor, and, 
in so doing, very materially affected the health of that class detri· 
mentally. I can not say just how much, but that, with poor food, 
makes the death rate of the young of that class double that of the young 
of the middle class. 

The class which suffers most for want of woolen goods is, of course, 
the poor, and it is the very young babies, from birth to 4 or 5 years 
of age, that suffer greatest, because of the fact that nature has not 
bad time to immune them to the extreme cold or sudden changes that 
take place as they go from near-fire to out-door atmosphere. Any 
amount of cotton or linen clothes can not serve their purpose, because 
those materials are conductors of heat while wool is a nonconductor. 

The difference of health and mortality that would come of cheap 
woolen goods would be very material. 

I will read you a letter from Dr. Fly, of the :firm of Fly, 
Lumpkin & Thomas, physicians and surgeons, of Amarillo, Tex., 
of date June 10, 1911. He says: 

I am a graduate of the Kentucky School of Medicine, Louisville, Ky., 
and have practiced mediclue for 17 yea.rs-5 in Fort Worth and 12 in 
Amarillo. · 

I am of the opinion that the higher price of woolen and flannel goods 
has curtailed the use of same, and, no doubt, the health and lives o.I' 
many people have been affected to a greater or lesser degree because o! 
their inability to aft'ord these ma.terials. 

The class of peoP,le mostly affected are the poor, In the very young 
and very old, for it ls a fact that this class of individuals are more 
susceptible to atmospheric changes, and it is . my opinion that if woolen 
and flannel goods could be materially reduced in prlce manv more peo
ple would be able to use them as wearing apparel, and the class of people 
most benefited would be the debilitated, or, in other words, those snft'er
ing from any form of chronic diseases, by which their resisting forces 
arid vitality are lowered. 

Yours, fo1· suffering humanity, D. R. FLY. 
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These men stand high in their profession and are prominent 

in the Stale. · 
Is it not an appalling statement that among the young of the 

poor class the death rate should be double that of the young of 
the middle class? These letters show that sickness and death 
are the natural results of the wickedn-ess engrafted into our 
revenue system by the Payne bill. No wonder that side is 
ashamed of it. What wonder yon try to maintain it. Are your 
eyes closed to the pallor of dying infancy, and are your ears 
deaf to the groans of dispairing grief? The deereased use of 
\voolens for the young, taken in connection with poor food, pro
duces an increase of 100 per cent in the death rate over that of 
the middle class. That is appalling. 

l\Ir. HARDY. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Certainly. 
l\Ir. HARDY. Under our present condition, is it not most 

probably the fact that while our total per capita consurpption 
of wool may be no less than it was years ago, yet that that per 
capita consumption is largely by the wealthy, and that the poor 
are getting less and less of the woolen goods? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. There is no doubt of that. It goe.s 
to the wealthy and the middle classes, to those who are able to
buy the comforts of life, no matter what they may cost. There 
are a great many people in this country · able to buy the com
forts of life, and they will buy them so as to make themselves 
and their family comfortable, e-ren though the price may be 
outrageously high, even though they have to stint in other mat
ters. But when it comes to the poor, it strikes hard, and it 
strikes on the death rate-doubles it-that and poor food. But 
they do not all die . . The death rate is doubled; but of those 
who escape death how many thousands and tens of thousands 
are doomed to the life of the invalid; how many ta rhemna
tism, consumption, and other chronic and fatal diseases, which 
are fruitful sources of degeneration, misery, and death? Think 
of it, every poor child in the land is subjected to the condition 
that has the effect crf doubling- the death rate! 

Whether the child lives or dies, it is subject to that condition 
which is constant all O¥er this country. It is not only in Texas, 
it is not merely in the South, but more intensified in the moun
tainous country of the West, throughout the great North; and: 
all of your workmen and farmers, the people that you talk 
about so constantly and profess to lorn so much, are subjected 
to this outrage, and yet, with Schedule K staring you in. the 
fnce, with testimony like this, to be obtained anywhere in the 
country, you are willing to have that condition stand and: to 
let the death rate go on. Talk to me about " the shame and the 
glory!" You have the shame and there is no glory to it. You 
have the money. You have profited enough. It does look as 
though the manufacturer of woolens to-day ought to stay his 
hand, that he should listen to the cry of the poor and be willing 
to bring this schedule down to a basis where the poor man can 
at least buy at a fair and just rate those things that are neces
sary to the life and comfort of his family. 

l\lr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. l\IANR Mr. Chairman, sympathizing- as I do with the 

desire to save the child.re~ does the gentleman think it fair 
to impose a duty of 45 per cent on cloth for children's clothing 
and only 40 per cent on cloth for men's clothing? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
ask the gentleman a question. Is he in favor of this bill that 
imposes an a-verage of 40 per cent on woolen.s as against the 
Payne-Aldrich bill, which imposes more than twice that rate! 

Mr. MANN. I would be in favor of a protected measure, 
but as a revenue measure I would not be in favor of putting a 
higher ta.rilI on children's clothing than on men's clothing. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Is th~ gentleman in favor of this 
bill, or against the other! 

Mr. MANN. I am not in favor of this bill. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Very well; the gentleman is not 

in favor of this bill, hence he is not in favor of a reduction 
at all. The Payne-Aldrich bill has 55 per cent ad mlorem 
and 43 per cent added; making 98 per cent, as against 45 per 
cent in this bill .. 

Mr. MANN. The question is whether we are doing right in 
this bill. Admitting that we were not doing tight in the 
Payne-Aldrich bill, are we doing right in thi.s bill! li you 
want to prese1Te the lives of the children, does the gentleman 
think we ought to put a higher- tariff on children's clothing 
than on men's clothing? 

Mr. RAJ'..TDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, since the gentle
man admits the Payne-Aldrich bill to be wrong, be should get 
right and vote for this bill to correct the. evil of the present 
lalv. Forty-five per cent with 20 per cent on raw wool is a 

much better bill th.an 98 per cent on the finished product and 
practically 44 per cent on the raw wool. 

Mr. GARNER. Will roy colleague permit right there? Is 
not it less onerous on the children who have to pay 45 per cent 
duty than it is on the children under the present law, where 
they have to pay 103 per cent duty? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Why, certainly; that is what I 
stated· the average is about 98 per cent. As a matter of fact, 
the co~sumer, the parent~ has to ~ay for it, whether the cloth .. 
ing is for his fann1y or for himself. I now yield to. the gen~ 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. MANN. We are making up or have made up, either one 
you take it, a bill now. Does the gentleman himself, outside 
the Democratic caucus action, believe that it is wise to put a 
higher tax on cloth for children's clothes than it is on cloth 
for men's clothes? 

Mr. RANDELT.J of Texas. .MI\ Chairman, it is unnecessary; 
for me to express myself on the proposition, but to b~ c_nndid! 
with the gentleman, and as he has expressed a curiosity to. 
know I will say that personally I should prefer, not, but I do 
not th.ink it lies in the mouth of any Republican who stands for 
the Payne-Aldrich bill, or Schedule K in it, and who is not 
going to vote for this bill~ to criticize that item. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. I want to call the attention of 
the gentleman to the fact that the tax on cloth, raady-made 
articles, wearing apparel, is 45 per cent ad valorem. That 
includes- men's clothes, so there is no discrepancy which the 
gentleman attempts to make appear. 

Mr. HARDY. Will the gentleman allow a. suggestion? I just 
want to suggest that the distinction made by the gentleman from 
Illinois seems to me to be utterly without point, from the fact 
that the father of the family generally buys both the clothes 
for the women and for the children, and I do not see why it 
would make any difference to hlm whether be pays 40 per cent 
on one and 45 on the other or 45 on one and 40 per cent on the 
other. He buys the goods. 

Mr. RA:NDELL of Texas. That is an apt suggestion. In 
this bill 40 per cent is taken as an average. That is the rate 
on woolen cloth... Clothing is rated 45 per cent. I do not 
understand how the gentleman can criticize this bill for 
being too high when he will not vote for it because it is too 
low. It is a tweedledum and tweedledee that I can. not .under
stand. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Mr. Chairm~ I 
will endeavor to enlighten the gentleman further as to why I 
am for the bill. I believe it is only a question of a short time 
when the people will intrust the Democratic Party with full 
power in the Government. 

If the party is fortunate enough to be wholly Democraticl 
having no protectionists nor trust-employed Representn.tives in 
its ranks, thus free to carry out the people's will without the 
subtile infl.nence of those who would frustrate its purpose, the 
Democratic Party will be able to make a tariff bill and raise 
the revenue necessary.: to come from this source, and it will not 
be necessary to tax raw wool. It may not be necessary to tax 
woolen goods. This idea that the industries of this country 
must live by taking from the masses of the people by law what 
they do not get by contract-to force, in other words, the con
sumers of this country to pay tribute to the business men-is 
a fetich that can not last among intelligent men in a free 
country. The feeling aroused by such a system inspires dis
gust and impels honest men to seek for a better and a more 
just administration. Honesty is one of the prime virtues. 
Equal rights to all men is the foundation principle of the Re
public. Speeial p1ivileges to none is the corollary of that 
proposition. It can not be misunderstood. When you say 
"equal rights to all and special privileges to none" you are at 
variance with the very method and purpose and object of the 
Payne tari!E law and the purpose of those who framed it. 

Protectionism has been built up by the Republican Party as 
a sectional as well as a class issue. Proteetionism is wrong in 
itself. It is ruinous as a class measure, and as a sectional issue 
it has absolutely failed. Its discrimination hn.s purposely 
favored the North and East as against the South and West. 
The average man North and East is in no better condition than 
the ordinUl·y man in the Southern and Western States; and yet 
we in the South and West have benefited nothing from pro
teetion. 

Not only that, those who have to lirn by their labor in pro
teeted industries are not so well off as the laboring man is who/ 
is engaged in a business where there is no protection.' Not only 
that, but in the protected communities you will find a deplor~ 
able condition among the poor who depend on wages, a condi
tion more deplorable~than can be found in the South and W .est, 
where proteetion is practically unknown. It is a mistake. It 
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is a failure. It is a curse even to the protected barons them
selYes. They have degenerated morally and physically, and 
their families are inferior to those in moderate circumstances. 
Their ill-gotten money has not done them half the good that 
would have resulted to them had their intelligence and energy 
been employed in ·honest and straightforward business. Cu
pidity is degenerating-honest methods build up character as 
well as fortune. You say, "We want to keep our money at 
home .. , The beneficiaries of this very system, it is estimated, 
send abroad every year $300,000,000 to purchase titles and 
pleasures. Three hundred million dollars per annum amounts 
to $3,000,000,000 in 10 years. This would build 600,000 miles 
of graded macadamized road, at a cost of $5,000 per mile, an 
average of more than 12,000 miles for each State and Territory, 
giving employment. ~o labor and keeping the money at home. 
The extravagance of the protective system is appalling. It is 
enervating as well. :Men do not use the same industry, they 
do not use the same amount of intelligence to hold up the busi
ness. They understand it is secured by law and combination. 
Without a combination, why, of course it would be more trouble. 
They understand that, and they say, " How foolish it is for us 
to fight one another. Why not join together and uphold one 
another?" Thus protectionism and monopoly create and up· 
hold a predatory class which control and sap the industries of 
the country and absorb its natural resources. Such conditions 
produce socialism. But the brazen impudence of this ilk is as
tounding. They propose to legalize these monopolistic combina
tions that even in the olden time would have been classed as 
crimes, and that in the present day are crimes under the statute 
laws of this country. Yet so powerful have these barons be
come that they smile at the law and defy the administration. 
They acquire all possible influence with the party in power. 
They find always some means of ingratiating themselves into 
every party. They care ~othing for any particular party, it is 
for power that they look. 

.And they desire, by all means, to get a.s· many into their em
ployment, as many under obligation to them, as possible. By 
fair means and foul, by hook and by crook, by employing here 
and there, giving favors and fees, they secure a powerful sup
port. 

Men in public life, who never made a dollar above their ex
penses until they got to Congress, have grown rich. Not only 
one or two, but numbers of them are in the employment of these 
interests and roll in wealth. 

And the Republican Party has for years-pardon this digres
sion-lined up solidly against my antigraft bill that I have 
been trying to pass for a long while, the Democrats voting for 
it and the Republicans against it. The gist of the bill is this: 
That Senators and Representatives shall not during their term 
of service receive gifts, employment, fees, and compensation 
from public-service corporations and others directly interested 
in legislation. [Applause on the Democratic side.] You stand 
against that reform. It is only an antibribery law up to date. 

l\f r. WEEKS. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Yes. 
Mr. WEEKS. Is that a part of the program that has been 

adopted by the Democratic caucus? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. It has not been presented to the 

House, but will be when we take up general legislation. I have 
introduced the bill, and I hope the gentleman may have had a 
change of heart, and that he will support it. 

Mr. WEEKS. I have never had a chance to vote on it. 
l\Ir. RANDELL of Texas. The gentleman. may not have been 

in the House, but his party has lined up on it, notably in Janu
ary, 1908, the Democrats on the one side ·and the Republicans on 
the other. 

Now that bill is simply an antibribery bill. What is the use 
in having an antibribery law prohibiting direct bribery if they 
are permitted: to give favors, franks, and other things of value, 
and, without violating law, can employ Members of Congress, 
paying them many times more than their salaries? Some of 
them get rich-acquire thousands and hundreds of thousands 
and millions-and nobody knows where they get it If by 
accident it is found out upon some investigation it is brushed 
aside with the statement that no law has been violated .. 

Mr. JACKSON. Will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas yield: to 

the gentleman from Kansas? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Certainly. 
Mr. JACKSON. I would like to ask the gentleman if it is 

any worse for a Member of Congress to accept gifts or bribes, 
if you please, after the election than before the election, while 
he is a candidate? · 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not propose to discriminate 
between such rascality at any time. He is just a scoundrel 
of the deepest dye if he accepts a bribe a~ any time, either 

before election or after. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
Has the gentleman any doubt about that matter? 

Mr. JACKSON. I would like to ask the gentlemen on the 
other side if they will again, when opportunity offers, line up 
solidly against the amendment they once voted for and adopted 
here, to make public campaign contributions in primary elec
tions? 

Mr. Rfi"TIELL of Texas. I do not know what the gentle
man is driving at. I am talking about a material matter. 

Mr. JACKSON. If the gentleman will wait until I finish he 
will understand. . 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I will yield to the gentleman. I do 
not think he can base his proofs on--

Mr. JACKSON. Did not the gentlemen on that side of the 
House line up against an amendment offered on this side of the 
House that would make public contributions in primary elec
tions for Members of Congress? 

Mr. "RUCKER of Missouri. Will the gentleman yield·? 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Texas yield to 

the gentleman from Missouri? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I will yield to the gentleman from 

Missouri to answer that. 
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. The gentleman has referred to 

the amendment proposed by himself to the publicity bill, I 
suppose? 

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Does the gentleman believe that 

that amendment had any merit in it at all? 
Mr. JACKSON. I certainly do, and I did when it was offered. 

Otherwise I would not have introduced it. 
Mr. RUCKER of Missouri. Does the gentleman know that 

under his amendment any man seeking to be a candidate for 
Congress could have made his affidavit under the require
ments as proposed in his amendment before one single dollar 
had been expended? 

Mr. JACKSON. I do not desire to undertake at this moment 
to discuss the whole question with the gentleman from Missouri, 
but--

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Oh, I do not care about that dis
cussion going into my remarks. I am talk"ing here, Mr. Chair
man, about another question. If the gentleman from Kansas is 
opposed to my bill, he can remain so. That would be consistent 
with the action of his side of the House. If the gentleman is 
for my bill, I shall be very glad to have him help me put it 
through when it comes up. 

Mr. JACKSON. And I will say to the gentleman that I shall 
be glad to have the gentleman help me put through my amend
ment providing for publicity of contributions made in primary 
elections, where, as everyone knows, the actual contest arises 
in the choice of Democratic Representatives from the South. 
[Applause .on the Republican side.] · 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. If the gentleman will allow me, I 
will agree that I will be in favor of any bill that has any proper 
purpose in the way of reasonable regulations. But I know very 
well that the amendment which the gentleman offered is one 
that I would not support, because I believe it is one that is 
fundamentally wrong. I hate to take up all this time outside 
of the main subject of my argument, but one of my objections 
to it is that it would give the Federal Government an oppor
tunity to interfere with the local primary elections in my State, 
and I do not propose to do that if I can help it. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] 

Mr. JACKSON. Do I understand the gentlemen on that side 
of the House to- · 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not propose to take up my 
time in the discussion of the amendment offered by the gentle
man. I am against it, and I have told the gentleman why. I 
do not want the gentleman to take up my time. I am not at all 
out of humor, but I simply mean what I say. I would rather 
go on. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Now, returning to my antigraft bill, there is no use in saying 
that we have a law against bribery, since, when a party is 
found out, he can say, "This was a gift, this was a fee, this 
was employment and compensation." So my bill is an . anti
bribery bill up to date, and I tell you now that you will never 
get the influence of the trust magnates removed from this Con
gress until you make it a felony for them to attempt to employ 
one of the servants of the people. That is the only way to do 
it; and, furthermore, to make it a penal offense for any servant 
of the people to receive such employment or gift after he comes 
here with a commission from the people. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] 

Mr. SLOAN. I am a new Member. Has that occurred fre
quently in the House or in another body? I thought they were 
all honorable men. 
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Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Does the gentleman mean to in

quire whether my bill has been up frequently? 
Mr. SLOAN. No;· the gentleman referred to a number of 

men, or a great many men, who came here--
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Oh, I uncterstand the gentleman's 

question. He wants to know whether such gifts and employ
ment are frequent 

Mr. SLOAN. Yes. 
.l\Ir. RANDELL of Texas. I do not know of my own knowl

edge just how frequent they are, but I have it from Republican 
authority--

Mr. SLOAN. Which usually is the best on earth. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. That that side of the House was 

honeycombed with that sort of employment. · 
Mr. SLOAN. Any of it from Texas? 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. There is no one on that side from 

Texas. All the Members of the Texas delegation are on this 
side of the aisle. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. SIMS. Let me make a &tatement for the gentleman's en
couragement. I introduced a bill and sent it to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia to make it unlawful for a Member 
of the House or Senate to own stock in any public-service corpo
ration doing business in the District of Columbia, and it could 
not even get ba.ckdoor notice. 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. That is a good proposition. 
:Mr. SIMS. I want to encourage the gentleman about his bill. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I have occupied the 

time of the committee much longer than I intended. Many 
things I intended to discuss must be omitted on account of 

· many interruptions and consequent digressions. I want to 
thank the gentlemen who have listened so long and patiently 
and who have given me such courteous hearing-gentlemen on 
both sides of the aisle. If I have not yielded to each as much 
as he desired, I call attention to the lateness of the hour. 

I have not had an opportunity to explain all the changes in 
this bill. S;uffice it to say that the bill reduces to the consumer 
very materially the cost of woolen goods. I believe with the 
committee that this bill will raise nearly the revenue that the 
present tariff does, with less than half the tax upon the people. 
I myself do not believe that it will produce $40,000,000 of 
revenue; but those who are competent to judge say that it will. 
I think it will produce probably about $35,000,000 or $36,QOO,OOO. 
No man can tell with certainty. 

Mr. WEEKS. Under this bill there will necessarily be more 
wool imported than there has been in the past, will there not? 

Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I do not know, but I think so. It 
is so very late, l\Ir. Chairman, that I would not like to go into a 
discussion of the details of that. I believe there will be an in
creased consumption of wool. I believe the people who can 
scarcely afford to buy these high-priced woolen goods will go 
illto the market, at a reasonable price, and that the consump
tion of woolen goods will be greater than it has ever been 
!mown in this country. 

The population of the country is increasing. We have a won
derfully wealthy country, and I believe that the consumption 
of wool will be greater and that the imports of the manufac
tured article will be greatly increased, and by that means the 
amount of the tariff we shall get will be considerable. It may 
be as much as $40,000,000. The Democrats in the House are, 
step by step, redeeming the party pledges. 

Before I take my scat, Mr. Chairman, I will say there is one 
thing I should not overlook. The frequent ·allusion by gentlemen 
on that side to a gentleman for whom I am not a spokesman or 
mouthpiece, but for whom I have the highest respect, challenges 
my attention. From time to time I have heard slurring remarks 
come across the aisle in reference to the most distinguished 
Democrat in this country, and it has grated on my nerves. No 
matter how we may differ in reference to our political views, 
all men should recognize true manhood and merit wherever 
they see it. And if there ever was a man in this country who 
stood out fairly and openly for what he believed, and who ex
pressed clearly the views on each side of every question he 
discussed, and who stated with clearness and fairness tl)e argu~ 
ments for _and against, that man is W. J. Bryan. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] Yet he is abused and hated. I know 
nothing like it since, in ancient times, ..Aristides was banished 
from Athens by a popular vote. His ability and probity stood 
preeminent. He was called "the Just." But he was banished. 
If the protectionists and grafters could have their way, Mr. 
Bryan would haYe to seek some foreign clime. 

Mr. Bryan is a devoted Democrat, he is a patriot, he is a 
'Christian gentleman, and he stands high in the United States 
and in all the civilized world. Why any man should speak 
slightingly of him I do not know, and I can not understand 
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why gentlemen on that side should refer to him with unfriendly 
slurs. I suppose that is the price men have to pay for greatness. 
As Byron expressed it: 

He who ascends to mountain tops shall find 
The loftiest peaks most wrapped in clouds and snow ; 
He who surpasses or subdues mankind 
Must look down on the hate of those below. 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
But, Mr. Chairman, in the future vicissitudes of this Nation, 

in the calm and in the' storm, when reason rules or passion 
sways, this same man Bryan will, in all the days to come, 
stand as a tower of Democratic strength, an impersonation ot 
civic righteousness. 

Like some tall cliff that lifts its awful form, 
Swells from the vale, and midway leaves the storm; 
Though round his breast .the rolling clouds are spread, 
Eternal sunshine settles on his head. 

[Loud and prolonged applause on the Democratic side.] 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. l\lr. Chairman, I move that the com

mittee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 

· Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re
sumed the chair; Mr. RussELL, Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union reported that that 
committee had had under consideration the bill (H. R. 11019) 
to reduce the duty on wools and woolen manufactures, and had 
come to no resolution thereon. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE. 

Mr. WARBURTON, by unanimous consent, was given leave of 
absence for four weeks, on account of important business. 

RECESS. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
take a recess until 8 o'clock this evening. 

Mr. MANN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly. 
Mr. MANN. That is simply for debate this evening? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. And nothing else. 
Mr. MANN. Does the gentleman intend to make a request 

for closing debate on the bill? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. I would be glad to make a request if 

it will be agreed to. I intended to move to close debate on 
Tuesday morning. The session of Monday will be devoted to 
the Discharge Calendar. However, I will make the request 
that when the House adjourns to-day general debate on H. R. 
11019 be closed. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, it is fair to the House to have 
some understanding. I think myself it is fair to say that we 
will close debate to-night if that is the intention. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is the intention. 
Mr. MANN. And to commence reading the bill on Tuesday? 
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Immediately after the reading of the 

Journal. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani

mous consent that general debate on the bill (H. R. 11019) to 
reduce the duties on wools and woolen manufactures close with 
to-night's session. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The 
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. 

l\fr. UNDE.RWOOD. Mr. Speaker, it has been suggested that 
we take the recess until 7.30 o'clock this evening, so as to give 
half an hour more for debate. I therefore modify my motion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that 
the House take a recess until 7.30 o'clock this evening, the night 
session to be devoted to debate on the bill. 

The motion was considered and agreed to. 
The SPEAKER designated Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas as Speaker 

pro tempore for the evening session. 
Accordingly, at 5.30 o'clcrcJ4 the House took a recess until 

7.30 o'clock this evening. 

.AFTER THE RECESS. 
The recess having expired, the House was called to order by 

the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas]. 
THE WOOL SCHEDULE. 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further consideration of the bill 
H. R. 11019, to revise the wool schedule. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the wool-schedule bill, with Mr. BooHER in the chair. 
· Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. MARTIN]. 
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l\Ir. MARTIN ol Colorado. Mr. <Jhail'nmn, down here in 
Oongress too Democrats are being abused by the Republieans 
for selling out to we fellows from the sheep States, and ~ut 
home we fellows from the sh-eep States n.re being abused be
ca use the 'Sell out was not complete, so it seems to b-e a case 
of " be damned if you do and he damned if you don't." Some 
people seem to be particularly hard to satisfy in the making 
up of this .schedule, but the more I listen to the lamentations 
ru·ising from the Republican .side of the House ov.er the "gross 
betrayal" of Democratic principles involved in this 20 per 
cent ad valorem duty on wool, th-e more I um beginning to 
suspect that this duty on wool is not such a.n awfully bad 
thing after all for we fellows from the sheep States. Indeed, I 
ha·re a suspicion that if it was such a bad thing for us, there 
would not be 'SO much J.a.mentation from that :side of the House 
about the betrayal of Democratic principles, 'but, in that event, 
it would be the principles themselves that would get the lam
basting. 

Mr. Chairman, at home I have a little daughter, and sbe ls 
all the daughter that I have got. She constitutes my family. I 
ha\e not seen her sinee the 22d day of last November. This 
last week 'She attained hel.· eighteenth year, which m Colorado 
ma'kes her not only a worn-an, but also a ma11, giTes her an o:f 
the rights that her father ever -possessed under the laws <>f that 
State, and some that he .does not. In andltion to that, .she 
graduated and completed her Sch{}Ol studies. In addition to 
that, she had the honor of the ~ea.ding xOle in the commence
ment play, .and while I never ·even had the pleasure -0f hearing 
hef' recite, " Twinkle, twi.B.kle, little star.,'' I passed up all -of 
those things and stayed down here in Washington watching and 
participating in these debates-all for the .final .Purpose of dis
enssin-g 'Sehedule K for 30 minutes to a vast ·quantity 'O.f furni
ture. [Laughter.] I felt 'if I were to be -out in 1Colorado -while 
the Dem-Gcrats were down here taking the tariff <>fr wool the 
Republicans would be taking the hide off me. But, as I 'Stated 
in the opening, I perhaps had praetieally as well be there lbe
ca use our friends the enemy seem to ha.Te made up their minds 
not to be satisfied with this scbedule anywa-y. Whether it car
ries no tariff, whether it carries 20 per eent or SO per cent or 
whate-rer it ·carries, it is going to t>e a Demoeratie wool tariff, 
and th.at will be sufficiaJ.t to condemn it in thelr eyes. 

As far us I run concern~d. Mr. Chairman, I would be glad 
to have this eup pat;s from me-the responsibility of putting 
anything in tbe RECORD on thls 'Subject, under the probahility 
that I can not please anybody. I ne1er before aJ)preciated the 
ad\-antage of u seat uvel' here un the Cherok-ee stri:p, when I 
have to make a speeeh that 'can not possibly please ·anybody, 
because, under the eirenmstances existing now, there are few 
on this side to resent the flings -arul arrows I may direct -against 
them, and the other side 'Of the House, where l really belong, 
is too far n wzy for them to return any fiings 11nd urrows that 
may be~ sent in that direction. 

.Ur~ Chairman, the fa.ct 'is that when "I made my first cam
paign fur Oongress there was th-en on in this country the tariff 
agitation that resulted in the Payne b~ -and when I made my 
seeond eampnign for Congress one of the leading 'issues in that 
campaign was a revision of 'the Payne bill 'it:E~ .and yet I never 
made a SJ.Jeecll on the tariff, -either in or 'Out of .congress. I 
did not become a Democrat, Mr. Chairman, because of the tari.ft 
policy of the Democratic Party. 

I became a Democrat becatrse 1 believed that party in its 
makeup, in its leadership, in its sym_pathies, ·and in its .Prin
ciples was nearer than tbe Republican Party to ihe great toiling 
and producing masses of this conn.try. !Applause un the Demo
cratic side.] That is why I became n Derpocrat, and Mr. 
Chairman, I have never had ruiy 'Ca-11se to .regret my action or to 
revise or -change my opinion. It is quite n :practice with Demo
crats, and I suppose with Republicans since thnt party hn.s 
taken on age, to launch out 1n campaign speeches and in con
ventions with the assextion that they oo:rn always been Demo
crats. But I run not aMe to say that, and if there can be 
credit due a _party in augmenting its numbers by a:ccession 
rather than by birth, I think it is worth .something to the party 
and something of whie'h it may more properly boast, that here 
and there is n man wno was nut born n Democrat_, but who, 
after obtaining his maturity nnd such judgmen.t as it may haTe 
pleased nature to bestow upon blm, elected to cast his fortune 
and affiliate with the JY3.Tty because he 'belieyed that ot the 
two great parties it was closer to the mn.B'SeS of the people from 
whieh he -sprang. {Applause on the Democratic -side.] 

It is true that I subscribe generally to th-e ta.tiff theories -of 
the Democratic Party, but I came to this boily .as nearly open
minded and nonpaTtisa.11 upon this subject ns could well be, and 
without hanng in mind nny theory of tariff taxation 'into which 
all facts must fit or any hard-and-fast rule which must apply 

in nll cases. [came rather in that state of mind where a man 
might favor a proteetl're .tariff, a revenue tariff, or free trnde, as 
the ease might be, und whil~ this state of mind might .not be 
in accord with the traditionnl policies of either of the two great 
political pru.·ties, as rd~lared in. their successive platforms it is 
my '()bserva.tion that it has been to some ext:e.nt in accord witn 
the performance of the two great parties and to a still greater 
extent in accord with the individual actions of a very respect
able number of the re:pr~sentatives in Congress of these parties. 

THE 1ml'mtLl~.AN 'TAltIFF POLICY. 

In the first place, neither of the parties ha.s consistently ad
hered to its declared tariff policy.. In Its last declaration. upon 
thls subject, the Republican Party in its platform of 1908 said~ 

In all tariff legislation the true ;principle of protection is best ma.in.
tained by the imposition of sucb duti~ as will equal the difference be
tween the -cost -0f 1>:rod11ction at home and abroad, together 'Wlth a r~a
sona.ble profit to American indllstries. 

I can find no place in such n declaration !or tire proposal ~ 
a .Republican President to place upon the free list th~ products 
of the farm and throw <>IJen the markets of this country to the 
only present n.nd prospectiTe competitor l{)f the American farmer, 
I ~n find no place in :a policy of protection thus spee'ificall'fi 
defined-for nbsolute iree trade under tOO guise of -rec1procity. 

I hearb1y supported and voted for Canadian reciprocity, and 
would be eqnally glad to support absolute free tr.a.de with Can
ada. Not because I beUev-e that recipwcity with Oanada will 
appreciably reduee the eo:st o'f living to the people ot thi:s coun
try, but because of the closer and better trade relations that 
will .be thereby estnblished between them; oocause there are no 
ll1Ltural barriers, and, therefore, :Sh:ould be no artifici-al barriers 
b.etween the twe -countries. But the Republican Party has been 
~eeping the Amerlcllll f.arm~r in the belief thut his prosperity, 
1B almost wholly dependent upon a high protective tariff., .and is 
e\en now .filling ttmse ,of tbe .American fRTiners who .rnise sheep 
and produce woo! with the false !fear that the Democratic PartY,· 
is nbout to wnntonly .destroy th-at industry through reductio:tl 
of the ta.Tiff; .and I am unable to :see where free Wheat ha'S an,; 
more place than free wool in :such a docttlne. All these years 
the Republican Party has been giving the farm& a tariff of 2Q 
cents IJ)el' bushel upo.n his wheat. It now tells him thnt th!~ 
duty was of no benefit How is he to know that it will not next 
n~g-Otiate reciprocey treaties with 'South America, wherein wool 
will play the part now being played by lumber and its products 
in Canadian reciprocity? All American products, whether 0:1' • 
the min~ or the mill -0r the farm) are produced under the sume 
ecooo.mie .conditions in every material respect, and a free list 
upon ruiy American product, by whateTer name that free list ma,; 
be ealled, Jnrs no place in the policy ot protection. 

!J:lIE DElIOCRATIC TAlffFF POLICY. 

But little less difficulty hns been experienced by the Demo· 
cratie Paxty in its policy 'Of a tariff for reven11e only, 1n whicli 
a free list has no more logical place th-an in the policy of pro.; 
tection, and which must result in heavier duties upon those 
things taxed for revenue purposes. It is conceded that any dutfi 
levied upon a competitive product is to that extent protective: 
and there is no escape from this proposition. About one-third 
of the totn.l revenu-es of the <Go-vernm€Dt is derived through 
tariff taxation, '8.lld if it is th~ purpose of the Deill{)(!ratic Party, 
as it seems, to maintain this source of re-venue and tlle tax 
necessary to derive thi.s revenue is to be laid principally npon 
things produced in this ·eountry, it follows th-at the amount ot 
inci.U®ta.1 protection will approx.imnte the 'direct protection 
contemplated by the Republicans. Such ineidentai .Protection I 
maintain, ought to be equitably distributed, if not for the arnw~d; 
purl'Ose of prot-ection, at least for the purpo-se -0f equity and to 
pre,ent one competitive article from receiving much incidental 
protection because another receives none. A free ll.st of non• 
competitive n.rticles may be eom;istent with the theory of pro~ 
tection to Ameriean products, but a free list strikes me aa 
inconsistent with any th-eory of a tariff for TeV"enue_, whkh, to 
be iequitable, must be uniformly distrlbuted oTer e\ery subjeet o! 
taxation. I do not mean this many spirit of criticism of either 
party, but merely as sh-owing what necessarily and inevitablYJ 
happens to 11 theory when eonfronted with a condition. 

L.'\'llTVIDU..l.L 1NCOSSTSTENCY. 

When you confilder the action of individunl represent.ntives cl 
the two parties, you find no less inconsistency, During the 
passage of fhe Payne bill, the 'Views of the individual Repre; 
sentative might be more safely 'forecnsted by the products ol 
his locality than by his .Party affiliations. New England prote<!"' 
tionists were solidly for free hides and 'Texas ta.riff reformers 
were as soli.dly ·again-st it. Kansas wanted free lumber and pro
tected wheat. Republicans from the prairie States wanted $f 
per thousand un rough 1umber for protection, and Democrats 
from the timber States wanted $2 per thousand for revenue. 
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And so it went. In many cases it was a question as to whose 
ox was gored. In this session of Congress we have witnessed 
that splendid :fighting body of independent Republicans go to 
pieces on the rock of reciprocity, disorganized among themselves, 
and fallen from the grace of the agency of publicity which was 
their chief source of support; all because reciprocity proposed 
to give them free wheat, of which they produce much, along 
with free lumber, of which they produce none. 

NEW ENGLAND TARIFF REFORM-FREE RAW MATERIAL. 
Mr. Chairman, this brings me to the :fl~w, if such it be, in my 

own armor. I am not a New England tariff reformer. The doc
trine of the New England tariff reformer has been made per
fectly clear in tariff legislation. It is free trade in raw ma
terials and protection upon manufactures. From a tariff stand
point, there is no such thing as raw material. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] Raw material is a manufacturing, not a 
tariff, term. Used as a tariff term, raw material is an abso
solutely misleading misnomer. The moment labor or capital is 
applied to the resources of nature, that moment the yields of 
nature cease to be raw material, so far as the tariff is concerned. 
This proposition is so obvious and elementary to me that dis
cussion of it would be wasted upon me. 

I am not now arguing for a revenue tariff or for a tariff for 
protection, but I am simply stating what has become to my 
miud a transparent, obvious fact, and that is from a revenue 
or tariff standpoint there is and can be no such thing as raw 
material, but that the term is solely and only a manufacturing 
term. 

FREE HIDES-IRON ORE-COAL. 
The only result heretofore, if any, of free raw materials in 

tariff legislation has been to increase the margin of protection 
and swell the profits of the manufacturer. Take the case of 
hides. In the Payne bill we placed hides on the free list and 
reduced boots and shoes correspondingly, and hides have gone 
down and boots and shoes have gone up. Nobody can dispute 
thi . I will insert here in my remarks the provisions of the 
Dingley law and of the Payne bill upon hides, boots, and shoes 
as these items appeared in the various stages of the bill from its 
introduction to its :final passage: 

J;!IDES OF CATTLE-BOOTS AND SHOES-DINGLEY LAW. 
HIDES OF CATTLE. 

SFJc. 437. Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry, salted, or 
pickled, 15 per cent ad valorem. 

BOOTS AND SHOES. 
SEC. 438. Boots and shoes made of leather, 25 per cent ad valorem · 

provided that leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other forms 
suitable for conversion Into manufactured articles shall be classified as 
manufactures of leather and pay duty accordingly. 

THE PAYNE BILL AS INTRODUCED. 
HIDES 011' CATTLE-FREE LIST. 

SEC. 581. Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry, salted, or 
pickled. 

BOOTS AND SHOES. 
SEC. 448. Boots and shoes made of leather, and leather shoe laces 

finisbed or unfinished, 15 per cent ad valorem, provided that leathe; 
~ut into ·shoe uppers or vamps or other forms suitable for conversion 
into manufactured articles (and Gauffre leather) shall be classified as 
manufactures of leather and pay duty accordingly. 

This shows that the Payne bill as introduced proposed to re
move hides from the dutiable list of 15 per cent ad valorem 
and place them on the free list, and to reduce boots and shoes 
from 25 to 15 per cent ad valorem. -

THE PAYNE BILL AS AMENDED IN THE SENATE. 
HIDES OF CATTLE. 

SEC. 44n. Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry salted, or 
pickled, 15 per cent ad valorem. ' 

BOOTS A.ND SHOES. 
SEC. 448. Boots and shoes made of leather,' 20 per cent ad valorem 

provided that leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other forms 
suitable for conversion into manufactured articles (and Gauffre leather) 
shall pay a duty of 15 per cent ad valorem in addition to the duty im
posed b~ this paragraph on leather of the same . character as that 
from which they are cut. 

This shows that the Senate proposed to retain the 15 per 
cent ad valorem duty on hides and reduce boots and shoes from 
25 to 20 per cent ad valorem, with an additional duty of 1'5 
per cent ad valorem on the forms of leather mentioned in the 
proviso, instead of taxing such forms as "manufactures of 
leather." 

THE PAYNE BILL AS AGREED TO BY THE COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE. 
HIDES OF CATTLE. 

. SEC. 450. Hides of. cattle, raw or uncured, whether dry salted or 
pickled, shall be admitted free o:f duty: Provided, That sole leather 
maq.e from such hid~s shall pay a duty of 5 per cent ad valorem ; that 
gram, bugg, and spht leather made from such hides shall pay a duty of n .Per cent ad valorem; that boots and shoes, the upper leather of 
which is maae wholly or in chief value :from such hides shall pay a 
duty of 10 per cent ad valorem; that harness saddles and saddlery in 
sets or in parts, finished or unfinished, composed wholly or in chief 
value of leather made from sucn hides, shall pay a duty of 20 per cent 
ad valorem. 

BOOTS AND SHOES. 
SEC. 451. Boots and shoes made of leather, 15 per cent ad valorem: 

Prpvided, That leat:1J.er . cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other forms 
smtable for conversion mto manufactured articles (and gautl're leather) 
shall pay a duty of 10 per cent ad valorem in addition to the duty im
posed by this paragraph on leather of the same character as that from 
which they are cut. 

THE PAYNE BILL AS FINALLY ENACTED. 
HIDES OF CATTLE--FREE LIST. 

SEC. 581. Hides of cattle, raw or uncured, whether 1iry salted or 
pickled. 

BOOTS AND SHOES. 
SE9. 448. Boots and shoes made of leather, 15 per cent ad valorem: 

Provided, That leather cut into shoe uppers or vamps or other forms 
suitable for conversion into manufactured articles (and gauffre leather) 
shall be classified as manufactures of leather and pay duty accordingly. 

This shows that the Payne bill on hides of cattle, boots, and 
shoes became a law just as originally introduced, placing hides 
on the free list and reducing boots and shoes from 25 to 15 per 
cent ad valorem, and only changing the Dingley law by the inser
tion into the proviso of the words " and gauffre leather." · 

The Government lost about $2,000,000 annually in tariff reve
nues by removing the 15 per cent ad valorem duty on hides, 
and no consumer of the manufactures of leather has been bene
fited one cent. Where did the tariff go? What has become of 
the $2,000,000 of whic:P, the Treasury of the United States was 
deprived? In the Payne bill we lowered the duties on coal 
and iron ore and rough lumber. I do not know what losses the 
Treasury sustained by the reductions, but I do know what 
gains the consumer of the finished products made. He gained 
nothing. There is one theory, and only one, upon which the 
doctrine of free raw materials can be justified, and that is that 
the Government shall tollow up by some action to see that.the 
consumer and not the trust gets the benefit. 

It has been said in a sort of joking way here, Mr. Chairman 
that the Representatives from Colorado are between the devii 
and the deep blue sea because we have got a lot of sheep in 
our State and have been "steam rollered" into supporting 
this bill; but, Mr. Chairman, the most dangerous issue that can 
come out of this legislation would not be, in my judgment a 
reduction of the price of raw wool. The most dangerous i~ue 
would be that wool should depreciate, and the Treasury be de
prived of the revenue, which was the case with placing hides 
upon the free list, not by a Democratic but by a Republican 
Congress at the instance of a Republican President; and then, 
as in the case of boots and shoes, for clothing, I will not say 
go up, but to even remain stationary; that, in my judgment 
would be the most disastrous outcome that could overtake thi~ 
legislation. 

THE TARIFF AS AN ISSUE. 

Mr. Chairman, this brings me to a personal view of the 
tariff which I have hesitated in my own mind to state. The 
tariff is the piece de resistance of American politics. It is 
the perennial issue. In the minds of many it is the paramount 
issue, but to my mind it has become the paramount humbug. 
So far as affording the relief expected of tariff legislation, it is 
an ignis fatuus, and only serves to distract and divert public 
attention from the really great and vital issues crying for solu
tion. It holds the boards and is kicked back and forth while 
the great trusts, both protected and unprotected, grow and 
grow. It was an issue when this country was a poverty
stricken handful of States along the Atlantic seacoast, given 
almost wholly to pastoral pursuits and able to compete with no 
nation anywhere; it is an. issue when we hav.e become the 
greatest industrial power in the world, able to compete with 
all nations everywhere, and it is no nearer solution now than 
then. It is a very corpse of an issue, and I favor a substantial 
tariff reduction, in large part upon the ground that the people, 
seeing no substantial relief, will give it burial and turn their 
attention to the great Hying issues ripening now for solution, 
but unborn when the tariff had become hoary with age. 

Mr. Chairman, this country has recently produced a great 
school of reformers, born out of the industrial evolution of this 
generation, but not one of them has won the attention of the 
country or made any contribution to progress upon the tariff. 
Production of wealth has become a science, but the distribu
tion of wealth remains an enigma. The great captains of in
dustry, through combination and invention, have brought pro
duction to an almost perfect standard of system, efficiency, and 
economy, but all for their own profit. The father who worked 
in the mills at Pittsburg 40 years ago got a little plain food 
for his belly, a little plain clothes for his back, a little plain 
shelter over his head, and his employer counted his wealth bv 
hundreds of thousands; the son working there to-day gets just 
what the father got, but the employer counts his wealth by 
hundreds of millions. And that employer has come before the 
great committee of this Congress and has told this Congress 
that it could take all the tariff off his industry; that he did 

.not need it. 
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Mr. Chairman, I presume I am in as close touch with the 
men in the ranks as any man in this body .md that I have spent 
as much time-12 years at hard manual labor-as any other 
Member. When I was in the ranks I did not talk tariff and the 
men in the ranks with me did not talk tariff. We did not meas
ure public men by their tariff views, of which views there ap
pears to be nearly as many varieties as there are public men. 
Some of the great labor organizations of the country have head
quarters here in Washington. These organizations a.re not 
petitioning Congress about the tariff. Neither are the others. 
They are not particularly interested by what method you raise 
$40,000,000 annually on Schedule K. They are operating the 
great industrial enginery of the country and no solution of the 
tariff will settle one single issue which has brought about and 
built up these great combinations of workingmen. 

The great issue in this country is to harness the great engines 
of production, so that they shall work for all instead of for a 
few, and the men who are making an impress upon the thought 
of this country are the men who, in city, State, and Nation, 
have made some contribution to the solution of this question. 

while this bill carries 20 per cent ad valorem duty on raw woo~ 
and 42' per cent on manufactures of wool, the Wilson biU 
carried free raw wool and duties of 48 per cent ad valorem oh 
m:mufactrrres of wool, or more than twice tl,le actual protectioti 
on manufactured wool carried in this bill, thereby clearly indi• 
eating the belief of the Democatic Party at that time that 
fairly high rates of duty must be maintained on woolen manu"' 
factures, even with free raw materials. I run, therefore, 
willing, both on account of raw wool and manufactured wool, 
to take into consideration the state of the industry itself, heri) 
and abroad, and to make allowance for the difference found to 
exist in the conditions affecting it. 

THE PEOPLn WILL REGAJID THE HOME INDUSTJlL 

And let me say that the people will consider these things; 
they will regard the home industry. I do not at all !ollow
and the majority of the people will not follow-those who in 
the making of a tariff bill place the woolen industry of this 
country in the same category with rubber and silk, as has been 
suggested. It has been suggested that the duty to be realized 
from raw wool might be realized from raw rubber and raw 

'XAKE THE 'llRIFli' OUT OF POLIT1cs. silk, of which we import large quantities, and of which we pro-
I have said no solution of the tariff will solve the issues of duce none. Mr. Chairman, I can not understand the statesman~ 

the wage earner. There is a possible solution that may inci- ship which does not take into account an established industrY. 
dentally help him. Mr. Chairman, the views to which I have which is a substantial item in our list of national assets and a 
given expression impel me in the direction of action which component part of our resources. If there are two sources 
will remove the tariff as far as possible from politics. It is a from which I may derive revenue, one of which we do not pro
subject so complex: and intricate that it can never be under- duce and the other of which we produce in competition with' 
stood byi the masses of the people save in a general and vague much cheaper conditions of production elsewhere, and the plac"I 
way; and even their Representatives can not get that thorough ing of the tax wholly upon the noncompetitive source will serl• 
and practical knowledge of it to insure intelligent action. ously injure the home product, I will at least levy the tax upon 

I was reading the other day the testimony before the Ways ' the home product up to the point which still leaves it open to 
and Means Committee of the last House of a statesman of foreign competition. And this is exactly the case with raw 
national repute who was t~e especial advocate of wool in wool, of which we produce 55 per cent and import 45 per cent, 
Congress for many years. He brushed a.side the first question showing conclusively that raw wool is on a competitive basilifl. 
about manufactured wool by saying he knew nothing about the .And I may add that if every article of consumption in this 
subject. He next admitted that he knew nothing about foreign country was upon the same competitive basis as raw wool ther~ 
raw wools. All he knew was a little about sheep raising in would not be any serious tariff-reform issue and there would 
this country, and probably the most of that was paper knowl- ' not be any extra session of Congress. I submit, Mr. Chairman, 
edge. But he was no more ignorant of the details of ~he subject that gentlemen who represent a practical people, a people who 
than many more of us-not so ignorant as some of us. are interested in results and not theories, should go slowly in 

I am inclined, therefore, toward the establishment of a per- saying that in framing a ta.riff bill they leave wholly out of 
ma.nent body specially qualified to study this question and shall their calculations the American industry, because the people 
favor some practical form of tariff board. But my main reason will consider these things; and they should be considered. No 
for favoring this reform will be that Congress and the country sane man would want to destroy an American industry, ev~n 
may be permitted greater opportunity to study and act upon though the argument as. to dollars and cents was on that side 
subjects that I consider much more vital than the tariff to the of the ledger. The future welfare, unforeseen emergencies here 
permanent well-being of the people. and abroad-these and many other considerations would move 

FREE HAW wooL AND PROTECTED MANUFACTURES. for its preservation; and I for one am in fayor of preserving it. 
Some views, however, of the tariff generally and of wool in wooL A PRECA.Rrous mnusTB.Y. 

particular have been expressed by Members on both sides of Nor do I follow those gentlemen who want free wool on the 
the House to which I can not subscribe and the logic of which ground that wool is the gift of God; that the production of 
I can not follow, even though I am supporting this bill. wool is largely the act of God. I know little about the shee1;> 

Several members of the Ways and Means Committee favor industry in this country, but I know more than that. And if 
free raw wool. These same gentlemen stand for a duty on you were to tell the herdsman in the mountain wastes, strug
mannfactures of wool, and explain this apparent discrimination gling with his flock through storms, fighting drouth and snow 
by saying that as to manufactmed wool we must have the and wild beasts and disease, that the clip from the backs of his 
revenue, but none of these gentlemen has put forward the claim herd was the gift of God, you would better tell him by mail; it 
that the woolen mills in this country could operate under free would be safer. And yet I have heard free wool argued for as 
trade, and not one of them, were he given the power and re- the gift of God, like water, air, and sunshine. It would be 
sponsibility, would bring in a bill at once transferring all woolen more in consonance with the facts, Mr. Chairman, to argue 
manufactures to the free list, regardless of the question of for free wool on the ground that its production in this countr;v. 
rey-enue. Confronted with such responsibility, he would say is so precarious and uncertain of profitable returns and so un
that the Democratic policy was a gradual reduction to a revenue able to compete with Sout.h America and Australia, tha.t it 
basis, and that the woolen industry, having been built upon and ought to be let go by the board; but since the advocates of free 
adjusted to present tariff rates, its sudden transition to the free wool have seen fit to take the other position, we shall not only, 
list would be disastrous to business. let them maintain it, but shall insist upon its maintenance by, 

My logic teaches me that a duty is needed on both or neither, them, knowing full well that it has no basis in fact and that 
as both are produced under identical conditions in every par- our salvation lies rather in the direction of the facts as I have 
ticular. And right here I apply-and I believe the majority of suggested them. 
the people apply-the rule of treating each case on its own 

T.HE UNRELIA.llILITY OF STATISTICS. merits and according to the needs and conditions of the par
ticular product. We have high rates of duty on manufactures 
of steel and upon everything entering into the composition of 
steel manufactures, and yet we are competing in the markets 
of the world on nearly all manufactures of steel, whether loco
motives or sewing machines, whether sterun threshers or hoes, 
whether rails or nails, whether stoves or watches; and this 
fact indicates that we might entirely dispense with the duty 
on this class of manufactures and upon these schedu~es. 

But nobody will claim that we have at any time, under any 
conditions, competed with the world in the manufacture of 
cloth; nor can it be claimed that the removal of the small duty, 
entering into the raw wool of cloth, will enable our manu
facturers to enter into the world competition now enjoyed by 
the steel industry. Furthermore, it has been pointed out that 

All tariff speeches are replete with :figures and statistics, and 
I observe that it requires tables of statistics to round out any 
properly proportioned speech on the wool schedule. During 
this debate I ha\e asked some questions, which in some in
stances have generated a little heat, with a view to establishing 
the unreliability of statistics, as well as with a new, in case the 
figures should prove reliable, to arrive at a conclusion in my 
own mind. And I think, perhaps, I could make no more serv
iceable contribution to this debate than to instance some statis
tics which I believe go at least to raise a substantial doubt 
as to whether gentlemen upon either side of this Chn.mbe1· or 
upon either side of the pending measure can, with even meas
urable accuracy, forecast the effect of this legislation upon the 
wool and woolen industries of this country. 
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I may add that m making these inquiries from the time this of the milli-Ons who mu~t benefit by bette1· if not by cheaper 

measure was presented to the Democratic caucus, I haye not 'Clothing nnd of increased commerce with the world. at large. 
confined myself to those gentlemen who ha·rn taken some par- THE TAnIFF AND wooL PRICES. / • 

ticular side of this subject, but have indiscriminately questioned There are other figures from which it is just as difficult as · 
those who favor the proposed rate of 20 per cent ad valorem those I have given to predicate the effect -0f a tariff rate. The 
upon raw wool, those wh-0 fayor the present specific duty of 11 other day I sought to interrupt the gentleman from Wyoming 
cents per pound, and those who favor free raw wool. when he was taking the position that the production of wool 

The other day the distinguished gentleman fl"om Illinois, the required stable conditions, and that conditions were stable ex
able nnd well-informed minority leader, was quoting some fig- cept in the face of Democratic tariff revision, and I shall insert 
ures to show that in order to raise the revenue upon Schedule in my remarks what I then wished to call to his attention, 
K, estimated by the chairman of the Ways and :Means Com- namely, the testimony of -0ne J. M. Wilson, of Douglas, Wyo., 
mittee, it would be necessary to increase the imports of wool 1 who appeared before the Ways and Means Committee during 
into this country some 202,000,000 pounds, taking both the raw 1 the ·framing of the Payne bill and stated that h~ represented 
wool necessary to raise $13,000,000 .and the wool in the manu-

1 
the National Woolgrowers' Association. Mr. Wilson said, at 

factures necessary to rnise $27,000,000, or the total of $40,000,- page 5035 of the hearings, that in 1907 their wool brought 22!! 
000 contem];llated in Schedule iK. Prior to that time I had done cents per pound and in 1908 15i cents per pound, a slump of 
-some .figuring myself upon the estimates mn.de in the minority fully one-third in the market price of wool within a period ot 
report on the pending bill going to show that imports of raw 12 months. 
and Illilllufactured wool must increase nearly 190,000,000 pounds Mr. Peter G. Johnson, a representatiye of the Idaho wool-
in order to realize the amount of revenue .estimated by the growers, testified :at the same bearings, and .at page 5074 gave 
majority. Now, in the fiscal year 1910 we consumed in this the following prices for Idaho raw wool: 
country~ in round numbers, 581,-000,000 pounds of wool, of 
which, in round numbers, we produced 321,000,000 pounds and 
imported 264,000,000 pounds, .a proouction -0f 55 per cent and 
an importation of 45 pex .cent of the total consumption for that 
year. 

Cents per pound. 
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rn8¥ ========--===================================== ~~~ 1908 ---------------------------------------------- 15 Assuming that the consumption during the first year under 
the proposed Iuw would be practically the same and that the J\fr. J. A. Delfelder, of Wyoming, a wo-01,grower, testified, at 
increased importations w01dd displace a like quantity of do- page 5109, to the following J)nces of .raw W()Ol : 
mestic wool, I found that instead of pro:ducing 55 per cent of 
the total c-0nsumption we would produce but 22! per cent, and 
if the figures of the gentleman from Illinois a:re correct, it 
would force the domestic production down to about 20 per cent. 

I said at the time, and I repeat, that it would be safe to go 
upon record with the prediction that no such decrease in the 
production of American wool will occur under this bill, nor will 
the reduction sufficiently approximate the estimated displace
·ment to give any weight whatever to mere tables of figures in
dicating that this result will be brought about. On the other 
hand, in so far as the increase in importations fall short of the 
figures given, to that extent will the new Schedule K fail to 
realize the revenues produced by the .Present schedule. 

This, in my judgment, is what will actually o.ccur: Domestic 
wool will lose its place in the percentage column by reason of 
increased im,po.rtations, but these increased importations will be 
in a substantial measure taken up by increased consumption 
·and the decrease in the quantity of domestic wool will be rela
tive rather than actual And if, as asserted by the advocates of 
free wool, the manufacturers of this country are given access 
to wool supplies which are now practically denied them and 
which may be advantageously mixed with the domestic wools, 
thereby stimulating American manufacture, the depressive re
sult upon domestic raw wool will be still less noticeable. 

And here is another element that should not be overlooked. 
The world's wool supply is fairly fixed. There is not sufficient 
wool in the world to supply the demand; at least there is not a 
surplus; at least it may be said of wool as of other textiles and 
of food products that the marvelous growth of a greater use 
of. these things has caused the price of them to increase every
where, with demand eyer more closely treading upon the heels 
of supply. The world's wool production is about 2,854,000,000 
pounds per annum. This country consumes about 600,000,000 
pounds of that total. Does anyone imagine that the wool manu
facturers of Europe will sit by and permit tne diversion into this 
country of 200,000,000 pounds of wool per annum now going into 
those countries, or e-ven of the rn3,000,000 pounds of raw wool 
estimated by the minority, without bidding in the markets for 
their share of it? Would not such a falling off of the supply of 
raw wool in the manufacturing centers of Europe inevitably 
tend to sustain prices? Then, if these increased importations 
are to have the effect of reducing the domestic source of sup
ply, it must work a reduction of the total Taw-wool supply of 
the world and an inevitable sharpening of demand and increase 
of prices. 

I believe we are going to nave increased importations of 
both raw and manufactured wools under this schedule; other
wiEe it would be useless to enact it, and our producers of both 
raw and manufactured wools are going to be brought into 
sharper competition with the woolgrowers and manufacturers 
of the worl-d, and I mention the foregoing considerations for 
the purpose of suggest ing not ·Only that you can not spell the 
rnin of the wool industry in this country out of a table ot 
figures, but ns suggesting that there are compensating benents 
whicll will in a very large measure counterbalan.ce on one side 
of the ledger the losses to be noted on the other, to say nothing 

Cents per pound. 
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1908~--------------------------------------------------- 1~ 
I do not believe that, leaving partisanship aside, any man can 

fairly contend that the fear of free raw wool in 1908, with the 
Republican Party o"°envhelmingly in power in every branch of 
the National Government, with the United States Senate two 
to one Republican, had anything whatever to do with the slump 
in wool. The slump in wool in 1908, in my judgment, was more 
likely due to the panic of 1907, -although I am somewhat per
plexed in attributing it in part to that cause by the fact that 
eTen durin.g and long after the panic of 1907, there was a con
tinued advance in prices upon all commodities and upon all 
necessaries of life. 

I notice also that some of our western woolgrowers placed 
a very low valuation on wool for tile year 1903, indicating that 
it received little benefit from the present duty. Mr. Johnson, 
whose figures I have already stated, placed it at 12i cents per 
pound, and he was corroborated by Mr. E. S. Erickson, of Salt 
Lake City, who said that he represented the Utah Woolgrowers' 
Association, and stated, at page 5062, that Utah wool in 1903 
was worth 12 cents per pound. This, by the way, was six years 
after the Wilson law had been replaced by the Dingley law, 
giving ample time f.or clearing the American markets of any 
stored importations under the Wilson law. 

Mr. Chairman, when I scanned the testimony in the hearings 
upon the Payne bill, showing the low prices of wool which pre
vailed throughout the Rocky 1\fountain States during the year~ 
the Dingley law has been in force, the question naturally ar()se 
in my mind as to what extent our woolgrowers were being 
benefited by the specific duty .of 11 cents per pound upon raw 
wool. I have not exhausted the testimony upon this subject. 
One of the principal woolgrowers in my State testified that he 
sold his wool in 1908 for 12 cents. The largest woolgrower 4n 
New Mexico gave his sale prices over a peri-Od of years in the 
nineteen hundreds, and these prices :ranged from 11 cents to 13 
cents. A Member of this House from one of the Coast '6tates, 
a very large producer of wool, says that he sold his clip last 
year for l3 cents per pound. I remember hearing Colorado 
woolgrowers, in the campaign -0f 1908, complaining bitterly that 
their wool and sheep market was the lowest and poorest it had 
been for years. Indeed, I heard general reports to the effect 
that it was the worst it had ever been. Arguments as to causes 
may be as many as there -are those to argue, but one fact 
stands out clearly and above dispute, and that is that the duty 
of 11 cents -per pound upon domestic raw wool has not been 
worth 11 cents per pound 1;o the wool producers and ft has not 
been worth half of 11 cents per pound, and I have heard men 
who :assumed to speak with knowledge estimate the actual 
benefit of this -0.uty in market IJrices to the domestic wool pro
ducer as low as 2 cents per pound. Another Member of thls 
body is advised by woolgr-0wers in his State that they recei're 
no benefit whatever from the specific duty, and th-ey base this 
-<;laim .on the ground of the great difference in shrinkage be
tween our western wools and many imported wools~ and they 
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explain it in this way: They say that whereas our western 
wools shrink on an average two-thirds and even as much as 
three-fourths in being reduced from the unwashed to the 
scoured state, much of this foreign wool shrinks only from one
fourth to one-third in the scouring process, and these foreign 
woo1growers take advantage of the specific duty of 11 cents per 
pound upon unwashed wools by bringing their wool in in this 
condition and scouring it afterwards. 

If the foreign wool shrinks only 25 per cent in the scouring 
process, it will be seen that the importer after scouring his 
pound of unwashed wool has left three-quarters of a pound of 
scoured wool, upon which he has paid a duty of 11 cents; 
whereas had he imported his wool in the scoured state under 
the 33 cents per pound rate for scoured wool as fixed in the 
Dingley law, he would have paid for that quantity of wool 
three-fourths of 33 cents, or practically 25 cents, a net saving 
of 14 cents upon his three-quarters of a pound of wool, which 
would mean a net saving of practically 20 cents per pound; and 
this is the sort of competition the domestic woolgrower with his 
great shrinkage is called upon to meet under the Dingley law. 
'l'he scoured-wool rate of 33 cents per pound in the Dingley 
law therefore is not a protection to the American woolgrower, 
but a delusion and a snare, just as much so as the exorbitant 
compound duties upon all manufactures containing even a shred 
of wool in their composition. It is said there is ·such an infinite 
"Variety of wools as to make the ad valorem duty difficult of 
application, and that the ideal method would be the fixing of 
raw-wool duties upon a scoured basis, but I believe the ad 
\alorem method to be much more nearly fair to the American 
producer than the specific duty, and I therefore favor this 
method as against the specific rate. 

Another item in the list of uncertainties as to the effect of a 
given tariff rate upon the domestic product is the fact that 
while the number of sheep in the United States in 1903, when 
there was no Democratic tariff agitation, is given as approxi
ma te1y 64,000,000, the number had fallen in 1905 to 45,000,000, 
a loss of 19,000,000, or more than one-fourth of the total num
ber of sheep in this country. A wool-tariff expert could devote 
an entire speech to the explanation of this slump in sheep pro
duction. He could attribute it in part to the demand for sheep 
as mutton and he could attribute it to a great many other 
things, but if he were a high protectionist and a Democratic 
tariff law was in operation or was even threatened, he would 
attribute it to that fact. And if a Democratic Congress had been 
elected in 1907, that fact would be charged with the fall in 
wool in 1908. With a Democratic tariff, either actual or pros
pective, every re"Verse in every-industry is charged to it. With 
a Republican tariff act in operation, no reverse in any industry 
is charged to it. No wonder with such gross misrepresentation 
the American people cry, lo here, and lo there, and know not 
what the truth is. 

THE WILSON BILL. 

This brings me properly to a brief consideration of the Wil
son bill. It is amazing how a fallacy can persist in the minds 
of the people if it only has behind it a great political party. 
The panic occurred in June, 1893, and the Wilson bill became a 
law in August, 1894, fully 14 months afterwards, and yet states
men, leaders of the people, are heard to say that the Wilson bill 
was responsible for that era of hard times. During the Har
rison administration I was raising corn on the prairies of Kan
sas, and we burned it for fuel because it was not worth hauling 
to town; corn selling at 9, 10, and 11 cents per bushel, and the 
more ~orn a farmer had the poorer he was; wheat selling down 
at 45 and 50 cents per bushel; hogs worth nothing; cattle worth 
nothing; the whole country during that administration, and 
owing to causes for which it was not responsible-and I will 
say that as a Democrat_:-working into the throes of ·universal 
industrial depression, finally culminating in the panic of 1893, 
a panic that was tumed over full-fledged and ready to burst in 
all its fury by the Harrison administration to the administra
tion of Cleveland, a condition which had progressed to the 
point that in February of 1893 a bond issue was determined 
upon and the bonds actually lithographed, whereupon the Re
publicans determined that it would be better to pass that situa
tion on to the Cleveland administration. 

Some day, when we are far enough remoyed in point of time, 
history will do justice to the panic of 1893, and when it does 
all that has been said in charging it up to the Wilson bill will 
read as the merest twaddle, if it is read at all. I read the other 
day the statement of the recent Republican candidate for gov
ernor of Texas with reference to free raw .wool under the Wil
son law, and he said with a fine sarcasm that we came within 
4 cents a pound of having free raw cotton. Since the great bulk 
of our raw cotton has always been exported and its price fixed 

in the foreign markets, be seemed to overlook the fact that 
what he really succeeded in doing was to draw an indictment 
against the general industrial and financial conditions existing 
throughout the world and not against the Wilson bill That 
cotton of all things produced in tllis country was worth nothing 
during that period of depression is to my mind the most con
vincing argument that the tariff act of 1894 was the victim 
rather than the cause of hard times. When I say this I say it 
not in defense of the wool rates in the Wilson bill, but in the 
interest of mere justice. 

I do not recognize the doctrine of free raw material as the 
test of Democracy. It has been mentioned in but one national 
Democratic platform, that of 1 92, in the whole century of the 
party's existence, and then only in the way of legislation " in 
the direction of free raw materials." If free raw material is 
a cardinal tenet of Democracy, it seems strange that it should 
be mentioned in but one of some 20 national platforms, and 
tlren only suggestively, when during all this time, beginning 
with 1816, we have had a tariff on raw wool, except during the 
three years of the Wilson law. 

But it is not so singular, in view of the fact that the great 
Walker tariff, whose author is always- quoted with approval 
by Democratic tariff reformers, carried a 30 per cent ad valorem 
duty upon raw wool. I wish this bill carried the same rate. I 
would not ask to go beyond the rate fixed by the author of the 
greatest Democratic tariff law ever enacted and what is con
ceded to have · been the most successful. Ah, gentlemen say, 
that rate was fixed in tbe light of conditions then existing, and 
conditions are different now. How different? I have heard one 
of the greatest Democratic students of the tariff now living 
say that, in his opinion, the wool tariff was an actual benefit to 
the American farmer. In view of the actu~l competition to 
which he is subjected even now, it can only be a benefit because 
it saves him from even greater and sharper competition with tho 
more cheaply produced wools of other parts of the world. 

KO WOOL TRUST. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no raw-wool trust. There is no com
bination in the production of wool. There are no millionaire 
sheep men. There may be millionaire lumbermen and mil
lionaire cattle men and millionaire wheat men and millionaire 
cotton men, but I haYe ne\er beard of any millionaire sheep 
men. It is very largely a small man's industry, a poor man's 
industry, and added to that, in this country, as shown by the 
following figures of the Agricultural Department, it is an almost 
universal industry. Nearly every State in the Union and nearly 
every county in every State bas its flocks. According to th~e sta
tistics for 1910, 32 of the 48 States and Territories each pro
duced more than 1,000,000 pounds of raw wool. I give only 
the round numbers, as follows: 

Pounds raw wool. 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~1=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~11~llll~ fi!~~l\lll 
g!f-~ornia::::::::::-:.:::::::::::::::::::-::-_:::~====== l~:~g8: 888 M:ichigan ____________________________________________ 11, 47~.ooo 

COLORADO-------------------------------------------- 9,100, 000 
Texas-----------------~----------------------------- 8,950, 000 
Pennsylvania----------------------------------------- 6,30u,OOO 

r:.~;g~~l~::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~====== ~:8~8:888 
Nevada---------------------------------------------- 5, 950,000 
Indiana--------------------------------------------- 5, 850, 000 

ffitl~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~=~~=~~=~=~~~~~~~~~~ i~ HI: iii 
South Dakota--------------------------------------- 4, 000, 000 Washington _____________________________________ .__ 4, 050, 000 
KentuckY----------------------------~------------- 3, 800,000 West Virginia _______________________________________ 3,450, 000 
Minnesota-------------------------------------·------ 2, 550, 000 
North Dakota-----------------------------------~--- 1,750,000 

~~~~i:-;:a======::=::::=::~::::==~:===~~==:=::~======= i:~~~: 888 
~~r::~=================================:============ t:~a3: 88& Tenne sec-------------------------------------------- 1,240, 000 
Vermont--------------------------------------------- 1,170,000 

It is an important industry in these 32 States and Terri
tories, but, as I shall show by other figures, it is a leading indus
try in some of them. Agricultural Graphics show that for the 
period of 10 years, from 1899 to 19-08, inclusive, the average of 
sheep in the United States was slightly over 52,000,000, of 
which approximately 25,000,000, or nearly one-half, were to be 
found in the Rocky Mountain division of States and Terri
tories comprising Montana, Wyoming, New Mexico, Idaho, 
Utah, Colorado, Nevada, and Arizona. 
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I ·give them in their order, as follows : 

Number of sheep. 
Montana---------------------------------- 5, 813, 000 

·~:~~~c-o-:.=.=-.=-.=::::::.::.::::.-.:::-.:-.:.-:::.:.-:::====== l: ~~~: ggg 
JdahO-----------------------------------~----- 3,440,000 Utah______________________________________________ 2, 842, ·000 
C:oloradO------------------------------------- 1, 926, 000 

~lz~~'t-=.-:_::.":.::::::.-_=---=--==--=-=--:..---------=----------=---------==== l, ~gi: ggg 
Total.---------------------------------------- 24, 986, 000 

Some idea of the importance of the sheep industry in many 
States may be gained from the following table, showing the 
number of sheep in proportion to population : 

States. Popnla. Namber of Per 
tion. sheep. capita. 

&OU'.£HER.i."i STATES. 1840 ________________________________________ 4,500,-000 

1850------------------------------------- 5,750,000 1860 _______________________________________________ 6,000,000 
1870 ______________________________________________ '5,000,000 
1880 _______________________________________ 7,000,000 
1890 ___________________________________________ 9,.500,000 

1900-------------------------------------~-------- 4,750,000 
PACIFIC COAST STATES. 

1860--------------------------------------- 1,000,000 i870 _____ ,_________________________________________ 3, 000, 000 
1880 _______ ,________________________________________ 7, 000, 000 
1890 ________ _: ___________________________________ 5,500,000 
1900 ________________________________ 4,250,000 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN STATES, 

l~i~=====~~~~~;;;::::_::~~==~==~~~~;;~;~~~~ l~~i~~il~ 
1900---------· ------------------------- 18, 000, 000 

jf [~=:: :: :: : : : : : : : :: : ::: : : : : : : : ::~ :: :: : : : : : : : 
Nevada •.. ·····························--·~···· 
New Mexico ••••• --·········-···-················ Idaho ...•••••••...•..••..•••••.•.•••••.....•..•• 
. Utab._.·······················-···-·-········· 
.Arizona ••••••••• ·- ••••••• -- •••• ._ •••••••••••• -- • 

146,000 
376,000 
82,000 

'327,000 
325,000 
373,-000 
204,000 
672,000 
799,000 

4, 565,000 
5,813,000 
1,101,000 
1,338,000 
3,440,000 
2,842,000 

31 The figures end with the year 1900, giving the Rocky Mounk1 tain States at that time but 18,000,000, whereas now, as I have 
13 shown, they number about 25,000,000; and- the gentleman fi:om 
10i Kansas goes on to say that if we .are to have a shepherd race 
~ in this country it will probably be in the Rocky Mountains. 
4 But Mr. Chairman, even these figures and this surmise as to 
2i the 'tuture, taking them to be true, are not sillµcient to justify 1 

the .conclusion that the industry is not worth sustaining, and 

Oregon ..•••••••.••.••••••. _.·--· ..•••• -·.·- .•••. 
Colorado •••••.. - .•...••.•.....•••.•••...•..•...• 
California •• ···············-······-·····---·-·· 2,377,000 

961,000 
2, 799,000 
1,926,000 
2,290,000 

----------------=-----....:_ ___ .:.........__ surely no one will contend that the matter of locality should 
In order to emphasize the importance of the industry in the have anything whatever to do with the .fixing of tariff rates. 

foregoing States, it may be of interest to note the relative unim- The whole country is interested in the sheep of the Rocky 
portance of the industry in other States, to which, however, Mountain states as it is in the mills of the New England States. 
much attention has been given during the debates: And all that the whole country can fairly ask of any section 

states. 

Michigan ••••••••.•• ··- •••• _ •..••••••••• ·- •••• -· 
Ohio ......••.••....•.•••••.••....••... -•••••.••. 
Texas .....••.•• ····-···························· Indiana ........•..•••••••••.•..•...•..........•. 

~~~/~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

And so on down the list. 

Popula. 
tion. 

2,810,000 
4,767,000 
3,896,000 
2, 700,000 
7,665,000 
9,113,000 

Number of 
sheep. 

2,830,000 
3,125,000 
1,891,000 
1,163,000 
1,035,000 
1,151,000 

Per 
capita. 

My own State,' Oolorado, is tenth in the production of both 
sheep and wool in the United States and eighth in p1·oportion 
to population. There are half as many sheep in the district I 
represent as there are in the entire State -of Ohio. There are 
twice as many sheep in that district as in the entire State of 
Indiana. I doubt if there is a. single Democratic Representative 
from the States of Ohio and Indiana who would say that in the 
framing of a tariff bill the sheep industry was not to be con
sidered or who would subscribe to that view, either publicly or 
prirnteiy, and its consideration must grow in the estimation of 
the Representative in proportion to its importance, and it should 
grow in ,proportion to its importance in the estimation of those 
;who are not directly affected. The gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. MURDOCK] furnished me with the following table, showing 
the rise and fall by decades of the sheep industry of this coun
try by sections, beginning· with 1840 and showing that with the 
exception of the mountain division of eight States and Terri
tories it has reached its climax and declined : 
:Grou;th and decline of sheep industry tn. the United States since 1840. 

NEW ENOLA.ND STATES. 
1840------------------------------------------------1850 _________________________ ~-----------------1860 ____________________________________________ _ 

1870----~-----------------~-------------------------1880 _____________________________________________ _ 
1890 _______________________________ , ________________ _ 
1900 ____________________________________________ _ 

3,750,000 
2,500,000 
1,750,000 
1, 500, ooo. 
1,500,000 
1,000,000 

500,000 
l\UDDLE ATLANTIC STATES, INCLUDING NEW YORK L"ID l'ENNSYLVANIA. 

Ui8======:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: !;g88:88& 1870 ________________________________________________ 4,000,000 

i~gg==::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~= ~;~g8:888 
1900___________________________________________ 2, 000, 000 

NORTH CENTB.A.L STATES, INCLUDING OHIO AND MICHIGAN. 

tm~~~~~~~~==~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ lt ~i~ m 1880 _________________________________________ 10,500,000 

~g58:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=======--= ~:&8&888 
MIDDLE WESTERN STATES, INCLUDING KANSAS A.ND NEBnASKA.. 

1840______________________________________________ 500~000 

mt~;;;;~~~~~~~;;~~~~~~~~===~~==~~ iii!~~ 1s90 __________________________________________ 2,~00.gog 

1900------------------------------------------------ 2, 50, 0 

of the country is that it shall not be given a monopoly of its 
resources, so as to prosper at the expense of the remainder 
of the country. And my complaint against the proposed rate 
upon raw wool is that it is admitted to be below both a revenue 
and a competitive rate. It is admitted that the present tariff 
rates on raw wool are absolutely competitive. and that, not
withstanding this fact, these rates produce approximately one
third more revenue, or about $20,000,000 as against $13,000,000, 
than will be realized under the proposed rates, showing con-
clusively a substantial loss of revenue and also its reductlon 
below the present competing point; although even here, in 
order to be perfectly fair, I will say that our failure to pro
duce sufficient raw wool would lead to its importation in large 
quantities, even though the duty were higher than it is now. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we may eliminate speculation and we may 
eliminate, to a large extent, the figures which seem to be capable 
of as variable conclusions as the theologian may read from his 
scriptural text, and we have left the substantial fact that we 
have here a great American industry which, during the 20-year 
period from 1891 to 1910, produced 5,899,520,518 pounds of raw 
wool as against 3,590,838,114 pounds imported, or nearly two
thirds of all the wool consumed in this country ; one of the 
leading industries of a great section of the country and diffused 
among nearly all sections and among the producing class of 
people; that this industry is entirely worth preserving as a 
part of the national economy, an industry which it would be 
national folly to attempt to eliminate or to seriously injure, 
but which, under conditions as they now ·exist, can not produce 
as cheaply as in some other parts of the world. It being con
ceded that it is in part benefited and sustained by the tariff, 
and havinoo been in part benefited and sustained by the tariff 
practical1y

0

throughout the entire history of the industry in this 
country, so that we have no reliable criterion to guide us or 
to indicate with any degree of certainty the result of its transi
tion to the free list, it will be the part of wisdom to go slowly, 
and, in the new -0rder of things, to resolve the doubt in its favor 
by giving it a little more rather than a little less than half 
-0f the tariff rates it has been enjoying. 

And, therefore, Mr. Chairman, while I belie'1e that our Com
mittee on Ways and Means have labored faithfully and hon
estly to bring about a solution of this most vex~d question wh~ch 
will be fair to all interests involved, and while I would retire 
from public life before I would stultify myself through fear 
of consequences to me personally by bolting the party action 
under these conditions, I should feel entitled to reserrn the 
right in the event the rate of duty upon raw wool should be 
increased elsewhere to 30 per cent ad valorem to vote to con
cur in that action. 

REPUBLICAN PAPERS P1UJJACHING CALAMITY. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have displeased some gentlemen on this 
side of the House by my attitud9 toward the rate. of. duty 
proposed upon raw wool in the pending bill, because I mdicated 
that it ought to carry a somewhat higher rate. At home I have 
been denounced by Republican papers as a traitor to the inter
ests of my State by agreeing to be bound by the caucus action 
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on this bill. This bill, according to these Republican papers, 
is going to absolutely destroy woolgrowing in Colorado. The pro· 
duction of wo-ol in Colorado owes nothing to nature; it owes noth· 
ing to the aii' and sunshine an<f water; it owes nothing to the 
natural herbage on the great mountain slopes and in the vast 
mountain parks; it owes nothing to the law of supply and de. 
mand; it owes nothing to the fact that the mills of this country 
will keep on weaving all the wool they can get and the men, 

-women, and children of this country will keep on wearing that 
weave; it owes nothing to all these elements, but all is owing 
to a specific duty of 11 cents per pound on wool, the reduction 
of which to a 20 per cent ad valorem duty is to absolutely de. 
stroy the wool industry of that State. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that whether the action of the 
Democrats in Congress in leaving a duty on raw wool is con· 
sistent or otherwise, the attitude of the Republican press of my 
State is thoroughly .consistent with the doctrine and teaching 
of the Republican Party. A duty of 25 cents per bushel on 
wheat has built up a great, splendid, triumphant civilization 
in Iowa, Kansas, Nebraska, the Dakotas, .and Minnesota; free 
wheat from Canada is about to restore the primeval waste 
whence sprang these great Commonwealths. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] A specific duty of 11 cents per pound on 
wool gave that magnificent galaxy of mountain States to the 
Nation; now tlrrough the medium of a 20 ·per cent ad valorem 
duty on wool the mountain pines in all their primeval solitude 
will sigh a requiem over their desolate ruins. [Applause on the 
Democratic side.] The genius of the world's most imperial 
people and the world demand, growing by. leaps and bounds 
and theatening to outrun supply, have nothing to do with the 
life of agriculture and of industry in this country; this life 
flows and ebbs with the ebb and flow of the tariff, and now 
with the tariff ebb they are to be swept out completely into 
the vortex of a common ruin. 

Mr. Chairman, I despise the source of these dire but false 
prophecies and I am not disturbed by them, and I only want 
to observe here that giving ear to such echoes of its own teach· 
ings in the making of its last tariff bill brought the Republican 
Party into its present low estate. [Applause on the Demo· 
cratic side.] And I want the De~ocratic Party, now in its 

hour of opportunity, to do its duty and to hew to the line, let 
the chips faU-where they may, only asking that they be fair as 
well as firm. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

If anything in the way of tariff legislation was an issue in 
the last campaign and was settled by that campaign, it was a 
substantial revision of Schedule K [applause on the Democratic 
side], characterized by a Republican President as indefensible, 
and which is shown by its own operation to be not only highly 
protective of the wool manufacturing industry in this country, 
but practically prohibitive of imports of manufactured wool. 
For the Democratic Party- to fail under these conditions to 
undertake a substantial downward revision of this . schedule 
would unquestionably and properly cost it the confidence of the 
people, and no Representative whose vision outruns the bounds 
of his own district, no man who is fit to represent the people, 
will ask that the cup which he must press to the lips of others 
shall pass wholly from him. [Loud applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 minutes to the gentle. 
man from Missouri [Mr. DYER]. 

Mr. DYER. Mr. Chairman, the history of this Democratic 
bill, H. R. 11019, began on June 1, so far . as we have any 
knowledge, with a caucus of the Democratic Members of this 
House. That information came to us through a resolution pre. 
sented to this House by the chairman of that caucu·s, the gentle. 
man from Texas [l\Ir. BURLESON], on June 2, who asked for 
the privilege of inserting it in the RECOBD. It is to be found on 
page 1683 of the RECORD, and is as follows : 

Resolved, That the bill revising Schedule K, as presented to thfR 
caucus by the majority members of the Ways and Means Committee, is 
not to be construed as an abandonment of any Democratic policy

[Applause on the Republican side..] 
But in view of the Democratic platform demand for a "gradual re· 

(luction " of the tariff, and of the depleted and depleting condition of 
the Public Treasury-

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
a result of Republican extravagance-

[Applause on the Democratic side.] · 
a tariff of 20 per cent ad valorem on raw wool is now proposed as a 
revenue necessity. 

In that same REcoBD, Mr. Chairman, on page 1684, appears 
the following : 

Statement of the United States Treasury at close of business, May 81, 1911. 

RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS, MAY 31, 1911. 

(Exclu!:llve of postal revenues and disbursements, except postal deficiency.) 

Ordinary receipts and disbursements: 
Receipts-

Customs ..................................................... . 
Internal revenue-

Ordinary ..........•.•....•...•.......•....•.......•••..... 
Corporation tax .......................................... . 

Miscellaneous .........•.••..............................•..... 

This day. 

$983, 099. 20 

466, 275. ()() 
17, 934.55 

5, 293, 818. 70 

Total. ..•. ~-................................................. 6, 761, 127. 45 
Disbursements-

Civtl and miscellaneeus....................................... 594, 897.49 
War........................................................... 729,628.19 

~~~~: :: : :: : : : ::: : :: ::::::::::::::::::::::: :::::: :: ::: : : : : : ..... ~:~~;. ~:~. 
Postal deficiency. . . . . . . . . . . . • . • • • . • . . . • • • . • . . . . . . . • . . . • • • • . . . . . .•••.•...•....... 
Interest on public debt ......................................................... . 

This month last This month. fiscal year. 

$24, 073, 286. 02 $23, 010, 989. 23 

21, 855, 740. 91 21, 702, 565.15 
895,285. 59 489,271.80 

14, 408, 131. 21 6, 405, 557. 74 

61, 232, 443. 73 51, 608, 383. 92 

15, 320, 967. 29 13, 584, 595. 46 
11, 864, 109. 81 10, 598, 514. 30 
9, 475, 439. 56 8, 679, 309. 11 
5, 836, 319. 97 4, 017, 313. 53 

14, 367, 455. 64 14, 309, 208. 56 
1, 035, 192. ()() ....... i; 951; 760: 3i. 1, 976, 867. 94 

This fiscal year To this dat.e last ending June 30, fiscal year. 1911. 

$289, 487, 993. 87 $305, 124, 965. 02 

261, 823, 939. 58 
8, 241, 127. 92 

54, 830, 384. 44 

242, 413, 127. 31 
696, 705.30 

44, 158, 960. 23 

614, 383, 445. 81 592, 393, 757. 86 

162, 505, 710. 32 166, 777, 391. 38 
148, 049, 425. 97 144, 672, 844. 18 
109, 821, 84.9. 78 112, 382, 674. 25 
19, 286, 313. 63 16, 497, 113. 72 

146, 245, 224. 61 148, 838, 544. 75 
1, CHO, 004. 74 9, 495, 628. 45 

21, 210, 627. 55 21, W , 544.19 
1~~~~~~t~~~~~~-r-~~~~~-:-~~~~~-1~~~~~~ 

53, 143,701. 27 1 Less repayment of unexpended balances .••••••••••••••••••••••••. 
6, 392, 920. 52 
3, 129, 455.82 

59, 876, 352. 21 
3, 967, 998. 33 4, 964, 030. 07 

608, 159, 156. 60 609, 871, 740. 92 
651,625.16 - 4, 202, 872. 71 

Total........................................................ 3, 263, 464. 70 55, 908, 353. 88 48, 179, 671. 20 607' 507' 531. 44 ·1 605, 668, 868. 21 

5, 324, 089. 85 I 3, 428, 112. 12 I !=:==========~=============:============ 
6, 875, 914. 37 I Excess o! ordinary receipts over ordinarydisbursements............... 3,497,662. 75 113, 275, 110. 35 

i Excess of disbursements over receipts. 

t~~ftsc~a~!)>fa73~\~~~~::::: ::::::: ::: : : :::: ::: : : ::::: ::: :::::::::: :: : : ::: ::::: ::: :: : :: : : :::::::::::: :: :: : : : : : :: :: : : :: :: :: ::: : : ::::: ::: : :: : : : : : : ::::: fg; m: m: ~ 
And this was the document or the information on which this 

resolution was drawn, as to the "depleted and depleting con· 
dition of the Treasury," and was inserted at the request of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] to show that the~e was 
no "depleted and depleting condition of the Public Treasury." 

On the opening of the debate in this House on June 7 the 
distinguished and able chairman of the Ways and Means Com· 
mittee addressed the House. He called attention to this finan· 
cial statement of the Public Treasury of the United States, a 
copy of which is inserted above, to further attempt to show a 
"depleted and depleting condition of the Treasury." But since 
the insertion of this report into the RECORD by the gentleman 
.from New York, and by statements and addresses by Members 

20, 151, OU. 72 

on this side ·of the House, we have not heard anything further 
from the gentlemen on that side about the necessity of this 
bill because of a "depleted and depleting" Treasury. So that 
argument, which they attempted to· make, of the "depleted and 
depleting condition of the Public Treasury " miserably failed as 
the reason for the 20 per cent ad valorem. The finances of 
the Government are to-day in most excellent condition. The 
Unit¢ States Treasury will have a surplus of approximately 
$25,000,000 when the :fiscal year of 1911 ends June 30. For 
1910 the surplus was $15,000,000. The two years preceding 
that, to wit, 1909 and 1908, show defici ts. The whole truth ls 
it was done to pacify the Members from the woolgrowing 
States and to keep them in line for next year's election. They; 
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need those States to help elect a Democrat for President a_nd 
a Democratic Congress next year. Therefore we ~~me .to t~e 
proposition, which, in my mind, is the real proposition m this 
bill and that is that the Democratic Party are to-day, as 
they were under the administrati~n of Cleveland, in favor of 
free raw wool. And from the st\1.tements of the chairman of 
the Ways and l\Ieuns Committee, and from this resolution pre
sented by the chairman of the Democratic caucus, as well as 
from the addresses made upon this floor by members of that 
committee and of the majority of this House, it is well under
stood by the country that they are yet in favor of free raw wool 
and only await an opportunity to again saddle it upon the people. 

So I believe, Ur. Chairman, that the question before this 
House-at least, it is the question before the American people, 
and a question that will have to be met by ·the Democratic 
Party in the next campaign-is one of whether or not the Amer
ican people are in favor of free raw wool or in favor of pro
tection as now provided under the law. And that question will 
have to be met. You gentlemen have made the issue, and you 
can not deny that that is your position before the country. 

The sheep indush·y has had a hard enough struggle in Amer
ica to be let alone. · It was not until the beginning of the 
eighteenth century that any success was achieved in raising 

· sheep in this country. The difficulties at first were the climate 
and the inability of the colonists to understand the proper 
methods to pursue and the care to take in raising sheep. Then 
the wolves came along and destroyed them. Another hindrance 
to sheep raising in this country followed rapidly 3:long, and that 
was the British woolen manufacturers. They discouraged the 
sheep industry among the colonists because ~hey wanted to sell 
to the colonists the woolens manufactured m England. Then 
the industry was again attacked, not by climate, because the 
colonists had learned to take care of the sheep; not by the wolves, 
because they had been killed off in places where sheep were 
herded, but by the dogs, and they destroyed many of the fl?c~s. 
So with the climate the wolves, the dogs, and the British 
w~olen manufacturer~, the sheep industry did not for many 
years make much headway in America. It was a losing propo
sition financially. Some wealthy planters pursued the novelty, 
however, and at much expense brought some fine stock .from 
Spain and other places, especially merinos, and finally there 
was some splendid flocks in this country. One of the early 
wealthy citizens to take an interest in sheep raising w~s George 
Washington Parke Custis, grandson of Martha Washmgton, at 
hls Arlington estate. Custis took a great interest in the matter 
of sheep for stock breeding and domestic .manufacture, a_nd ~e 
saw in the advent of the merinos a promise of the opernng m 
America of woolen-cloth making. At that time all the cloth 
of this character used in this country was imported from Eng
land, and could only be obtained at considerable cost. 

The importance of the matter, because of the success of the 
manufacture of cotton cloth by the Southern States, was occupy-· 
ing tht!n the thoughts of a number of public-spirited men. To 
foster improvements in sheep and to encourage woolen !llanu
facture at home, 1\fr. Custis, in 1803, called a convent10n of 
those interested in sheep husbandry and wool manufacture. It 
met at Arlington House, and really marked the beginn~ng of 
the woolen-manufacturing interests of the country. It is not 
known whether or not this convention recommended the impo
sition by Congress of a tariff on woolen goods, but ·from the 
views held at that time regarding and the actual needs of an 
infant industry, it is presumed it did. The co~vention also l~ 
to the adoption by Mr. Custis of a custom which rendered h1s 
fine estate and himself famous throughout the country. He 
entered into sheep raising with considerable ardor, and in suc
ceeding years the annual sheepshearing at Arlington Spring 
brought together from all parts of the country an assemblage of 
men interested in the industry and others distinguished by 
their ability in. public life. All were the guests of l\Ir. Custis, 
and the occasion became almost an annual festival. 

The spring at which the gatherings took place was at the 
foot of a wooded slope, near the bank of the river, and not far 
from where stood the old Alexander mansion. It was a pure 
and copious fountain, gushing out from the roots of a huge and 
venerable oak tree, which doubtless stood there when the In
dians of a former age came thither to slake their thirst. 
Around the spring a beautiful grassy lawn, shaded by a variety 
of trees, extended, affording a magnificent resort for such 
meetings. Mr. Custis always presided. Toasts were drunk, 
speeches were made, :ind prizes were awarded by Mr. Custis to 
the persons bringing, for purposes of exhibition, the finest speci
mens of sheep. Generally these ceremonies took place under 
the .shelter of Washington's war tent, which was brought out for 
the occasion from among the treasured relics of the first Presi
dent that Mr. Custis possessed. The host usually made a stirring 

address, and in one of his speeches delivered while wool manu
facturers were yet unknown in America, he said prophetically : 

·America shall be great and free and minister to her own wants by 
the employment of her own resources. The citizens of my country 
will proudly appear when clothed in the produce of their own native 
soil. 

Tbe efforts Mr. Custis was making in behalf of the sheep
raising industry attracted general attention, and among his let
ters of that time we find several from James Madison, then Sec
retary of State and afterwards President of the United States. 
In one of these Mr. Custis is informed that :Mr. :Madison
offers for himself the thanks to which Mr. Custis is entitled from his 
fellow citizens for his laudable and encouraging efforts to increase and 
improve an animal which contributes a material so precious to the inde
pendent comfort and prosperity of our country. Mr. Madison wishes 
that Mr. Custis may be amply gratified in the success of his improving 
experiments, and that his patriotic example may find as many followers 
as it merits. 

In another letter on the same subject Mr. Madison says : 
It gives me pleasure to find your attention to this interesting subject 

does not relax and that you are successfully inviting to it other public
spit'ited gentlemen. 

In this matter, however, like in a good many others, Mr. Cus
tis understood the theory of sheep raising and of arousing 
interest in the subject better than he did the practice. His 
own efforts met with very poor success. He established a 
large flock of .Merinos on the hills of Arlington, but they 
were gradually killed off by thieves and dogs, until but two 
animals remained to show that Mr. Custis was still true to his 
principles. The absence of the sheep somewhat interfered with the 
successful continuation of the annual sheepshearing gatherings at 
the Custis Spring, and they were eventually abandoned. Mr. Cus
tis retained his interest in sheep raisin-g, however, and before his 
own flock became extinct he had the satisfaction of seeing the man
ufacture of American woolens grow into an important industry. 

Beginning with the year 1708, weaving came to be a fixture 
in many of the homes of the colonists, and by 1719 there was 
scarce1y a New Englander who was not "clad in his own manu
facture." Woolen goods for the .use of colonists, however, was 
mostly exported from England. Prior to the Revolutionary 
War exportations of woolen goods from England to the colonists 
was of considerabie value to Eng1and, amounting to several mil
lion dollars a year. With the beginning of the Revolutionary 
War there was increased demand for domestic wool, which 
stimulated that industry, and for several years there was very 
little inlported from England to this country. After the close 
of the war, however, importations of British woo}ens amounted 
to considerable, and for the years 1790 to 1794 the importations 
averaged again several million dollars' worth a year, and run
ning as high for the years 1195 to 1799 as $10,000,000 a year. 
}j'rom 1800 to 1807 efforts were made to establish American 
woolen factories with modern machinery and power. The chief 
obstacle to their success, however, was the importations of 
woolens from abroad. 

The tariff on woolens was small at thls period and was of 
little benefit to the home industry until 1812, when the tariff 
was fixed at 35 per cent ad valorem. From 1808 to 1815 woolen 
manufacture, partially due to the increased .raising of sheep, 
took on great impetus, and a great deal of the woolen goods 
used by Americans was manufactured at home. In 1810 there 
were 24 woolen mills in this country. A great hindrance to 
domestic manufacture at this time was the lack of proper quality 
of domestic wool. There was little profit in the manufacture of 
woolen goods at this time and up to 1828, because of competi
tion from abroad. The tariff act of 1828 provided for a mixed 
duty of 4 cents a pound and 40 per cent, which was afterwards 
increased to 45 and 50 per cent, ad valorem. Importations 
still continued very large and amounted at this time (about 
1830) to $11,819.000 a year. The number of sheep in this 
country during this period was about twelve or thirteen million. 

From 1830 to 1840 was a period of g~eat growth for the wool
growing industry, because of protection of American wool. 
Improvements continued in the supply of wool and the manu
facture thereof under protective tariffs until the passage of 
the tariff act of 1883, which somewhat retarded the industry. 
The McKinley tariff act of October 6, 1890, gave protection to 
the woolgrowers substantially as of 1867, under which act the 
flocks had so rapidly increased. 

The prosperity of the woolgrowing industry was not to be 
Jet alone, however, for very long, and on August 1, 1894, the 
Wilson bill was enacted, which took off the protection to wool 
entirely. This caused almost the ruination of tbat great 
industry in this country because of the foreign competition. 
On July 24, 1897, the Dingley tariff became a law, which re
stored the duties on wool and revived the American sheep 
industry. This protection has continued substantially as of 
that date, and, under that law and the protection of to-day, as 
michanged by the last tariff act of the Congress of the United 
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States, has given to. the waol industry too protection that it 
must have to be successfnL These constant changes, howev-er, 
in the ta11iff, a.s wellJ as the threats ot the Democratic Party 
to take that.protection away, have kept this industry in turmoil. 

Farmers and sheep· raiacr.s, remembering the mst Demo<!ratlc 
administration under Presid-ent Cleveland and free: wooi, have 
hesitated to increase· their flocks and develop this industry to its 
full capacity, as the following facts and figures show, to wit: 

Number of farms reportin1 sheep and lambs, and number of sheep and lambs reported a:r onfarrM and rrm:µ1, by Sta.Us andl Territoriea-1910 an:d 1900. 
[Dlltes of enumeration: 1910, Apr. 15; 1900, June 1.) 

J 

Farms report- . Unclassi-TotaLsheep and W oo~roducing ing sheep and Ewes. Rams and wethers. Lambs.I tied by lambs. cep. lambs. age or sex. 

States. 
~Columns \(Columns (1) (la) (2) (2a) (3) (3a) (4) (4a) (5) (5a) (6) 

1910 1900 1910 1900 1910 1900. 1910 1900 1910 1900 1910 , 4, and6) Sa and 4a) 
1910 1'1!00 

Alabama... .•.. ___ .... -· .• ~.-·. 6,631 17,9£2 142, 914 317, 053 75,340 157,830 27,060 71,468 al, 731 87, 755 8, 783 111,183 229,298 
Arizona ........................ 621 602 1,061,363 924, 761 537,262 452,-271 115, 883 216, 187 217, 980 256,303 190,238 843,3831 668,458 
Arkansas •..•...... ___ ......... 8,432 18,.302 144,190 256,929 78,976 130,700 15,958 38,061 46,908 88, 168 2,348 97,282 168, 761 
Califomia.... ... ..... -... ---.... _ 3,893 3,616 2,234,1251 2,563)353· 1,075,313 1,335,390 256,201 389,578 793,593 838;385 109,018 1,440,-032 1, 724,968 
Colorado ....................... 1, 794 1,255 1,424,187 2,044,814 1,022,834 1,089,680 178, 923 263,143 111,139 691, 991 111,291 1,313,048 1,352,823 
Connecticut~~~- ....•... -· - --~ . 741 1,258 22,418 36,987 12, 781 20,655 1,262 2,366- 8,375 13,966 ............. 14,043 23,021 
Delaware .. -~ ... _ .............. 266 466 7,806 lI, 765 3,92-4 6,360 I 491 604 3,391 4,-801 -· -·· ·--· ·- - 4,415 6,964 
Florida ................ _ ....... 660 864 113,631 124,520 55,044 55,881 30,568 46,828 16, 729 217.811 . 11,290 96, 902 102, 709 

irir:f_:: ::::::: :::: :: : : : ::: :~ 5,180· 10,891 187,589 336,278 101,239 162, 704' 46,474 96, 190 33,147 7 ,384 6, 729 154,442 258,894 
2,996 l,9a6 2,950,534 3,121,.532 1,598,.734 1,611,090 259,800 3~377 790, 50.5 1,I56,065 301,4.95 ! 2, 100,029 1, 965, 467 

Illinois ......................... 26,262' 25,422 1,062,846 1,030, 581 586,487 548,853 74,997 80,297 401,362 401,431 .... -............ 661,484 629, 150 
Indiana ........... --············ 38r191 48;046 1,336,967 1, 742,002 742,576 940,387 69,851 70,261 524,540 731,354 

1 1::~::::: :: 812,427 1,010, 648 
Iowa .. ·-···--·--··--···--- ... 21,810' 18, 788 1,145, 549 1,056, 718 676,687 576,1()4: 93 230 81, 764 375,632 398,850 769,917 657,868 
Kansas ___ -·-.---··--· 3,143 2,095 272,47.2 262,013 100,681 133· 825 36,323 46,082 65,91'4· 82,106 10,494 206,498 179,907 

~~~~17::::::-:::::::::::::::: 
. 45, 707 50,835 1,360,004 1,297,343 719,591 647:838 54 343 68, 37.0 583, 110 581,185 2,960 776,894 716, 158 

3,677 5, 740 17.8,217 219,844 97,923 114,414 37,828 54,820 37,975 00,610 4,491 140,242 169,234 
Maine ..• -.............. -........ 11,060 18,361 206,434 . 420,116 143, 738 240, 717 6,196 11,496 56,500 167,903 ................. 149,934 252,213 
Maryland .... ·-.-··-···--· ..... 6,228 6,339 237,13'l l!J!, 101 119,806 101,006 6,445 10,514 110,886 79,581 ................... - 126,251 lll,520 
Massachusetts .•................ 1,027 1,447 32,669 52,559 20,062 30,441 1,785 3,428 9,997 18, 600 825 22,672 33,869 
Michigan .....•... ·- · .....•••..•. ~865. 63,.339 2,306,476 2, 747,609 · 1433· 263 1,508,503 111,978 117,427 761,235 1,121,679 ................. 1,545, 241 I, 625, 930 
Minnesota.·--· ........... -· •• --- . 24,564 28,056 637,551 589,878 I 417~626 329,984 34,417 29,344 1~508 230,550 .. ................ 4152,043 359,328 

~~oS:Y~~:: ::: : :~:: ::: : ::-: :: ~: 5, 723 14, 430 194,285 312,632 105,315 162,188 45,518 74 282' '779 76,162 5,673 156,506 236,470 
44,010 38,013 }.808,038" 1,087,213' 1,012,543 587, 757 101, 673 75:946 693,822 423,510 -- .............. 1, 114,216 663, 703 

Montans ....................... 2,269 1,481 ,372,639 6, 170,483' 3,050,239 2,995, 795 1,602,658 1, 219,419 393,676 1,.955,269 326,066 4, 978, 963 4, 215, 214 
Nebraska ....................... 3,043 2r 764; 293,496 511,273 160,955 279,073 56,317 56,877 48,301 175,323 27,923 24.5, 195 335,950 
Nevada .. . . ...... _---------··. 316 255 1, 103,889 887,039 002, 780 434,574 125,906 133,677 292,916. 318, 788 82,287 Sl0,973 568,251 
New Hampsfil:re ................ 2,236 4,202 43, 772 1o~n3 29,075 61,295 2;126 4,023 12,571 39, 795 . ·-_ ........... 31 201 65,318 
New Jersey .................... 875 1

' I,561 30,446 4 I 730 15,539 24) 744 1,054 1,619 13,853 21,367 
· "<ioo; i93 · 16:593 26,363 

New Mexico:. •. -.•..•••••••••. - ~ 1,848 2,504 3,286,285 4,899,487 1,847,908 2,850,876 424, 100 482,867 355,084 1,565, 744 2,931,201 3,333, 743 
New York ..... -.-............. 24,830 40,625 929,547 1, 74.5, 746 568, 414 938,315 37,241 46,201 323,892 761,230 --- --- --· .. 605,655 984,516 
North Carolina ................. 14,697 28,941 214,176 301,941 120,315 164,105 19,249 44, 70Z 74,292 93,129 320 139,884 208,812 
North Dakota.-............... 3,-723 4,957 289,354 681,952 178,973 34-0,273 52,617 111,164 50,240 230,515 7,524 239,114 451,437 
Ohio •. -- ·--····-···--····-·--·· 71,523 73,636 3,907,055 4,020,628 2,178,544 2,090,0!f.3 697,693 558,157 1,014, 783 1,372,378 16,035 2,892,272 2,648,250 
Oklahoma'·-···-··-·-········ 877 804 62,282 88,363 4.0,561 45,959 7,189 15,224 I3,5H> 27,180. 1,016 48, 766 61,183 

~~~~ivruiia::: ~::::: :: :: : : : : 6,394 6,696 2,696, 779 3,04-0,291 1,394,472 1,480,282 491,982 481,073 714, 227 1,078,936 96,098 1,.982,552 1,961,355 
25,426 44,057 882,852 1,531,066 473,193 769,463 164,176 190,020 245,483 571,583 .. ................. 637,369 959,483 

Rhode Island •.•...... __ ....... 242 333 6, 789 11,207 3,952 5,901 254 728 2,583 4,578 """""'755" 4,206 6, 6'29 
South Carolina.·-·· ..•• _ .... - · 1, 732 3,921 37,434 71,538 2-1,844. 40,!78 5,425 11,958 9,410 19,102 28,024 52,436 
South Dakota ................... 5,1-05 6 392 610, 728 775,236 {()5;308 422,042 86,876 85,-296 108,223 267,898 10,321 502,505 507,338 
Tennessee ...................... 29,978 37,905 794,063 496,011 428,229 256,032 40,320 51, 772 323,585 188,207 1 929 470,478 307,804 
Texas . . . ................ --~···· 6,929 6,416 1, 757,963 1,889,298 851,371 924,174 4.04, 391 515, 766 393,409 449,358 108:792 1,364,554 1,439,940 
Utah ................. --.~····· 2,419 3 544 1,827,180 3,818,423 1,340,595 1,893,802 330,295 659,332 156,..290 1,265,289 ··-···----- 1,670,890 ' 2,553,134 
Vermont .•..... ~·-·-·--······ 5,033 8:533 118,551 296,576 78,996 168,292 5,364 13,875 34,191 114,.409 ............... 84,360 182, 167 
Vrrginia ........................ 21, 497 24, 732 803,552 692,929· ~:: 353,549 25,382 38,576 365,564. 300,804 . --ii; 742· 437,988 392,125 
Washington .. ---· .•. _··- ...... 2,116 2, 793 471,521 929,873 459,158 60,960 98,864 162,659 371,851 308,862. 558,022 
West Virginia .......... - ....... 26,014 30,266 906,09.3 968,843 496,623 497,247 61, 755 75,492 341, 715 396,104 ·------... ...... 564,378 572, 739 
Wisconsin ...................... 30,04-0 47,061 929, 783 ?.675, 453 588,628 918,638 39,911 67,574 301,244 689,241 ... ................ 628,539 986,212 
Wyoming ...................... 1,670 1,076 5,194,959 ,099, 613 3,413,975 2,498,9!4 792,921 828,271 518, 753 1,772,428 469,310 4,676,206 3,327,185 

---
The Unlt.ed States. .... ___ 608,363 763,518 51,638,590 61,-503, 713 29, 707,000 31,857,652 7,148,306 7,995,315 12,168,278 21, 650, 74.6 2, 614, Mo . 39, 470, a12 \a9, 852, 967 

1 Includes for_ 1910 Iambs bom between January 1 an.d April 15; for 1900, Iambs under 1 year old June 1. 2 Includes Indian Territory for 1900. 

Owing to the diJierent date of enumeration in 1900 and 1910, the 
numbers ef lambs are not comparable for the two periods, and the only 
fi.,,uures tful.t are comparable are the- aggregat.es of ewes, rams, and 
wethers, and those that are unclassified by ages or sex. The supple
mental tabulation not completed will add about 100,000 to the aggre
gate of the ewes, rams, and wethers. Taken as a whole, the figures 
mdicate· a marked falling off in the number of farms· having sheep. 
The number of those farms. has decreased in 10 years from 763,518 to 
608,363; a decrease of substantially 20 per cent. This decrease in the 
number of farms keeping sheep is not accompanied by any correspond
inf? deel'ease- in the number ot sheep, the number of wool-bearing sheep 
bewg substantially the same in 1910 as in 1900. The increase in the 
average tfock offsets the decrease in the number of farms keeping sheep. 

The total number of wool-producing sheep on farms and ranges in 
1900 was 39,85-2,067; the number shown in the tabulation for 1910 is 
39,470,312. Later tabulation will doubtless increase this number to 
39,570,000, which cllifers- frm:n the figures of 1900 by less than 1 per 
cent. 

The number of wool-bearing sheep in barns and inclosures, not on 
!arms, in 1900 was 179,600. The tabulation so far completed indicates 
a probable number. of the same class in. 1910 of 255,600. Allowing this 
number, and further allowing an average weight of fleece of 7.4 pounds, 
the average indicated by tabulations thus far made, it is probable that 
the final report of the census will indieate a wool clip in the United 
States of sheep on farms and not on farms of 40,000,000 fleeces of a:n 
aggregate weight of 296,000,000 pounds-, as compared with a. wool clip 
in moo af 276,992,000 pounds. 

The enumerators of 1900, reported an. averag.e- value. ior the wool clip 
of that yea~ of a little more than. 17 cents per pound, or an aggregate 
value of $45,723,739. The tabulation so fai· completed indicates an 
average· value of 24' cents a pound. It this average is realizeq for all 
the wool on the farms. of the country, the woo1 clip of 1910 would have 
a value of anproximately $11,000,000, or over 50 per cent greater than 
10 ye:ll's ago. 

My great and prosi;ierous State, Missouri, which has shaken 
off the shackles of Democracy, and for the last dozen years 
stood for advancement andPFotedion to, her ~dtµ)tr~es,. has~~ 

forward also as a woolgrowing and sheep-raising State, as the 
table below indicates. I call your special attention to the figures 
regarding Missouri. 

MJssouri 1910 1900 

1. Fanns reporting sheep and Iambs....................... 44, 010 38, 013 
2.. Total sheep and lambs- (number) •• _.··- ••.• -· ••• ·-.... . . 11 808, 038 11 087, 213 
3. Ewes (number).-.................. -.......... ... . -..... 1,012,543 587,757 
4. Rams and wcthe.rs (number) ............ -·............. 101, 673 75, 946 
5. Lambs (number) 1...................................... 693,822 4..'l3,510 
6. Unclassified by age or se1f (number) •.• __ .·- .. __ -·.-· -· ___ ............ __ .... . 
7. Woo.I-producing sheep (lines3, 4, and 6). -····---------· 1, 114,216 663, 703 

1 Includes for 1910 Iambs bom between Jan. 1 and Apr. 15; for 1900, Iambs under 
1 year old June I. 

.Missouri's annual production of wool to-day amounts to 
8,245,000 pounds, with a valuation. of $1,.978,800. Should even 
this bill become a law, this industry would be almost ruined in 
that State. Free wool would be complete destruction. 

The following letter from one of the largest woolen im-
porters, located at St umis, gives an unprejudiced opinion of 
this bill. He writes as follows : 

Hon. L. C. DYER, . 
S'I:. Loms, June 12, 1911. 

House of Repreaenta1iives, WasT1rmgton, D. 0. 
DR.A.11 Sm : Replying to your favor at J.trne 9. as distributors as well 

n.s importers of woolens, we naturally favor a tower tariff on woolens. 
The proposed bill II. R. !1019, however, would, in our judgment, be 
destructive to the woolen-manufa-cturi.ng interests in this country as 
well as- impair the quality of woolens offered for consumption. It there 
was an:y possi~le chance of ~e ~ill b~c.~ming a law, everybody, from the 
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sheep raiser to the -last man manufacturing ·or distributing woolens, 
would oppose the bill, as it can only be beneficial to foreign manufac-
turers. -

The price of woolen goods in this country now is not based upon 
what goods cost to import under the present tariff. In fact, more goods 
can be produced in the United States than can be consumed ; therefore, 
the competition is between home manufacturers and the values not 
much higher than they are on the other side. From observation, I be
lieve a better suit of clothes can be purchased in this country for $15 
than can be bought in England for £3. The reason of this is not be
cause the goods and making of garments cost less, but on account of the 
competition among the retail and wholesale dealers in clothing. 

An ad valorem duty on woolens would not keep out fraudulent in
voices, and the omission of a weight duty would promote the importa
tion of low-class, heavy-weight goods, upon which the ad valorem duty 
would be small. We went through an experience similar under the 
Wilson bill, which was very disastrous to the woolen-manufacturing as 
well as the sheep interests. 

Please understand we are not manufacturers, only distributors ; hence 
you can rely upon the statements herein made being impartial. 

Yours, truly, 
Jos. M. HAYES WOOLEN Co. 
Jos. M. HAYES • 

. Mr. Chairman, 47,701 sheep were received in the markets of 
St. Louis last week. What does that mean? It means, to my 
mind, that alread_y the unrest and the threats of free wool have 
reached the farmers of that State and of that section of the 
country, and they are beginning already to deplete their flocks 
because of this, as they believe, impending danger. 
· The Democratic majority of this House should realize and 
understand that they are striking, in my judgment, a death blow 
to one of the great industries of that imperial State. There are 
44,000 and more farmers in that State whose livelihood is in 
great part maintained by the raising of sheep and lambs and 
the production of wool. These farmers, by raising this wool and 
t_hese sheep, are doing it not only for their own benefit and for 
the purpose of making a livelihood, but they are also helping to 
supply the American manufacturers with wool for the making 
of woolen clothes and woolen goods, thereby enabling Americans 
to wear homemade clothes, as well as to give employment to 
nearly 200,000 American workers engaged in that industry. 

Mr. Chairman, Missouri is in favor, not of this policy, indi
cated in this bill, but she is in favor of that policy of protection 
that the Republican Party has fostered-protection to American 
industries,. the farm industries, the home industries, the wool 
industry, and the sheep industry-and ever since Missouri has 
been a protection State she has progressed in all things, mate
rial and otherwise. I can not begin to tell of all the advances 
she has made since she enlisted under the Republican banner of 
protection and advancement; but let me for a minute call your 
attention to one or two things in her principal city, which show 
how she has progressed under Republican policies and under the 
laws of protection which that party has caused to be placed upon 
the statute books. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

The business of St. Louis has doubled in the last 10 yea rs. 
The St. Louis bank clearin~s for 1000 were $1,688,849,494. In 10 
years that amount has nearly trebled. The St. Louis bank 
clearings for 1910 were $3,727,949,379. 
· In 1900 the tonnage of St. Louis was 25,313,330 tons. · In 1910 

the tonnage had increased to nearly 52,000,000. 
The post office cash receipts of St. Louis in 1900 were 

$2 031,664. In 1910 they were $4,539,185. 
In 1900 the value of . the factory product of St. Louis was 

$193,783,000. In 1910 it had increased to $327,676,000; and this, 
l\lr. Chairman, under the policies of protection. [Applause en 
the Republican side.] 

And I might say to my colleagues from that great State, that 
they will have a splendid opportunity in the next campaign to 
tell the farmers of that State about the great benefits that will 
accrue to them by having free wool. 

Now. l\ir. Chairman, with these historical and undisputed 
facts before us, and recalling the prosperity of the sheep indus
try under the tariff act of 1867, under which the number of 
sheep increased to about 50,000,000; then the reduction of duties 
on wool and woolen goods in 1883, causing the number of sheep 
to decrease over 7,000,000; then the Republican tariff act of 
1890 improving the conditions, and then in 1893 the sheep had 
increased to 47,000,000; then (1894) the Wilson bill, placing wool 
on the free list, reducing the number of sheep over 11,000,000 in 
four years; then the Dingley Act, giving protection as now, and 
the flocks increasing to their present number of about 51,000,000, 
with an annual wool clip of 321,000,000 pounds, and, after detail
ing the hardships and difficulties of the farmers of this country 
to establish and to make profitable the woolgrowing business, 
we are now met with another effort by the Democratic Party, 
whi·ch, in my judgment, will destroy and annihilate this splendid 
American industry. In the words of the distinguished gentle
man from Wyoming [Mr. MONDELL], this bill proposes to sub
stitute_for the specific and ad valorem duties on wool and woolen 
goods in the Payne Tariff Act a system of ad valorem duties ex
clusively. In lieu of the present specific duty of 11 cents per 

pound on wool of class 1, to wit, fine wools, such as constitute 
about 75 per cent of the wools grown in the United States, and 
practically all the wool of the intermountain States; 12 cents a 
pound on wool of class 2, being long-fibered combing, such as 
Cotswold and Lincolnshire; and 3 to ·7 cents a pound on coarse 
wool and hair, they propose an ad valorem duty of 20 per cent 
of the foreign price on wools of all classes. 

The specific duties of 11, 12, 3, and 7 cents per pound on 
wool contained in the Payne tarii'i were equivalent in 1910, on 
the basis of the valuations given by importers on the importa
tions of that year, to 47.60 per cent for class 1, 46.54 per cent 
for class 2 wools, both of which compete directly with do
mestic wools, and 38.79 per cent for class 3 wools, or an aver
age of 44.31 P.er cent. So that, assuming that th_e values were 
correct and that the protection is in proportion to the ad valo
rem equivalent of the duties levied, the ·present bill reduces the 
duty, and hence the proteetion, on wools considerably more 
than half. The reduction on wools partly manufactured is still 
greater, so that the amount of protection afforded the Ameri
can woolgrower under the present bill, assuming, for the sake 
of argument, that an ad valorem duty on wool can be collected 
without serious undervaluations, prob ... ably amounts to about 
one-third of the protection under the present law. 

To get at the true situation, however, and as to the position 
of the Democratic Party upon the wool industry, we must go 
beyond this bill, because, as heretofore stated, it has been ad
mitted by Democratic members of the Ways and Means Com
mittee upon the floor of this House that this duty is put upon 
wool for the simple purpose of bringing in some revenue and 
not with the idea of protecting the wool industry from the for
eign importations, and that as soon as possible they would 
take that duty off and we will have free wool, as we did under 
the Wilson Act .during the administration of President Cleve
land. During the debate upon this bill in this Chambel" on 
June 9, and when the distinguished Member from Massachu
setts of the majority of the Ways and Means Committee [Mr. 
PETERS] was addressing the House, the gentleman from Colo
rado [Mr. RucKER], also a member of the Democra.tic Party, 
asked of the gentleman from Massachusetts the following ques
tion: 

Why is it that since the Wilson Act went out and the Dingley Act 
came in there has been a constantly growing increase in the price of 
wool as well as in the production of wool ? 

The RECORD will show that no satisfactory answer was given 
to this question. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. RUCKER] 
furtlier in that debate stated that he believed that every pound 
of wool that is brought in here from abroad tends to decrease 
the price of wool here, because every pound of wool that is 
brought into this country will displace a pound of wool grown 
in this country, and, further, that under this bill the American 
woolgrower could not compete with a foreign grower of wool. 
These statements are from a Member of this House, a Demo
crat, who is from a woolgrowing State, and he knows some
thing about the conditions, and what he speaks is the truth, 
which in substance is that if this bill should become a · law the 
woolgrowing industry in America would be ruined. 

They admit that the duty is lowered upon wool so as to en
courage importations from other countries, which means of 
course that every pound of wool imported into this country 
from foreign countries displaces American-grown wool and will 
compel the woolgrowers in this country to seU their wool at 
about half to a third of what they now receive. Statistics and 
experience already show that American woolgrowers can not do 
this, and therefore the result would be that the sheep industry 
in this country would be ruined, and the 44,000 and more farmers 
in my State who raise sheep and produce wool, as well. as the 
608,000 and more farmers in the United States, would have to 
give up the business of sheep raising and the growing of wool 
because of no home market. The present duty of 11 cents a 
pound is as low as we can possibly put it and give the wool in
dustry in this country an opporunity to exist, for let me call your 
attention to the fact that last year with this present tariff duty 
of 11 cents a pound on wool there was imported into this coun
ry 250,000,000 pounds of wool in the grease, which is almost one
half of the wool consumed 1n this country. If foreigners could 
import almost one-half of the wool used in this country last 
year with the present tariff of 11 cents, what could they be able 
to do with this tariff reduced to about 4 cents, as it is admitted 
it would be under this proposed Democratic bill. The answer is 
plain. They would import practically all of it. It is claimed by 
the framers of this bill that the importations of wool would in
crease if this bill should be enacted into a law. This means 
also that this increase importation will lower the price of wool 
raised in this country. The gentlem.an from Massachusetts [l\Ir. 
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PETERS], Democratic member of the Committee on Ways and nation of the statistics and facts covered in these tables r am 
Means, said in this House on June 9: able to vouch for their substantial accuracy. 

It is e.xpeeted th~ price of raw wool will be lower, if this bill passes, 
tbn:n if the 11resent duty of 11 cents a pound should remain on it. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall not go into a detailed discussi-011 of this 
bill as it relates to manufactures of wool, preferring to wait 
until the next regular session -0f this Congress in December, 
when we will ha'\'"'e the best possible infor.mntion .gathered for 
our information and action. I refer to the Tariff Board, created 
by the last Congress of the United States, and which was given 
authority and the means for making a complete 'Study, examina
tion, and report on the -woolen schedule. This Tariff Board is 
composed -0f experts <Of both political pai·ties and their m.'epart 
will be based upon· the best possi~le information, data, and 
figures concerning the growth of wool and the manufacture of 
woolen articles. 

Gentlemen -0f this House who ure advocating this present bill 
yoted to create this Tariff Board for the purpose of getting the 
best 'POSsible information, and reporting it to Congress, concern
ing Schedule .K, -the woolen schedule; but now they .have grown 
so wise, because of victory at the polls m the last election, that 
they think they are well able to legislate upon .this most im:por
tant schedule without further 1nformation. Mr. Chairman, I 
shall vote to suspend action upon this bill till next December, 
when we will have this additional, important, and nonpartisan 
but scientific information, upon whicll we can then act with 
intelligence. I do not Jrnow whether this schedule is perfect, 
but I do know that if this bill is enacted into law it would 
make this J>Orti-0n -0f the tariff laws much more .imperfect and 
cause wide disaster to wool and to the woolen manufacturing 
industries ; and if this schedule is not perfect, then the only 
way we can make it perfect is by having this .reliabw informa
tion from the Tadff Board to -e-nabM us to Jntelli_gently change 
it. I thoroughly believe in a protective tariff, which will ·enable 
.our manufacturers to pay American ·wages to American work
men. There was i·eceived by this GoYernment .as customs re
eeipts for the last fiscal year the ,amount of $41,900,692 on im
j)Orts -of. wool and manufactures of wool. When foreign coun
tries can ship into this country wool and woolen prGducts, on 
which they pay a tariff of that amount, it does not appear to 
me that the manufacturers and sheep growers of this country 
have any exorbitant protection. Is it not much better that this 
country should raise the sheep to furnish the wool for the manu
facture of these goods, so that the manufacturers can make 

. these goods here in America by tbe employment of American 
capital and American labor, instead of buying these ·goods from 
foreign manufacturers, made <mt of foreign-grown wool and 
manufactured with foreign labor! The American wage scale 
and standard of Uving are wueh different than in any foreign 
-country. Everybody admits that the wages paid American 
workmen are higher than in any .other country, and the only 
way the continued employment for American -workmen can be 
bad in this country is to give sufficient protection to our indus
tries to make up f.or the difference in the goods manufactured 
in foreign countries with cheap labor and g-0ods manufactured 
in this country with decent wage paid labor. 

Mr. W. C. Jager, of St. Louis, an expert :on wool and the 
woolen industry, writes me under date of June 12 to this effect: 
That the enactment of this bill into lilw would cause many mills 
to shut down, especially those in the Central West, as they would 
have extra expense in getting :any foreign raw stock over the 
far eastern manufacturers. Besides, he says, the foreign manu
facturers would swamp this <Country with their goods for the 
;reason it does not give to our manufacturers protection sufficient 
to equalize .the cost of production a.t home and abroad. .After 
24 years of business. in this industry, says Mr. Jager, and know
ing o.f the effects of the Wilson bill with free wool and ithe 
great disaster that followed its enactment into law, I should 
think the lesson should have been so well learned that no effort 
would be made a.gain to repeat that experience, but proteetion 
would be gtven to our western mills so tlmt they would ha·rn a 
chance .at business. The western mills need this protection m-en 
more than do the New Elngland mills. This gentleman's 
.opinion · of this bill and its effect upon the WQOlen industry is 
practically the same as that of all -Others in tha. t section nf the 
-country who understand and know the truth a'.bout it. 

TQ show the Tela tive cost of the production of woolen goods 
at home .and abroad and for the necessity .of maintaining our 
standard of wages .and living in this country, as opposed to that 
in the foreign countries, I .call yotll' attention to the following 
tables, -prepared iby Mr. Julius Fo.rstmann, president .of the 
Forstmann & Hn.ffmann Co., located at Passaic, N. J. Mr. 
Forstmann is an: expert on these matter.s and was formerly a 
member of the German Tariff (Jo.mmission, and from my exami-

Oomparati·ve ioages paid in woo1en anft worsted mills in the eastem part 
of the United States ana i n Gennany. · 

[Figures ·for Germany represent in each case the average wage paid 
by leading 1irms in six of the principal woolen centers. The actual 
wages differ in each locality, but the amounts given below represent the 
average weekly wage.] 

Average wage per 
week or 56 work-
ing hours. Ratio of 

United 
1~~~~~~-1 Smtes 

?;'astern ·wages to 
United Germany. German. 
St!rtes. 

Worsted spinning (French system): i 
Head wool sorter ........................•.• ·-···· 
Wool sorter ............•....•.. ···-····-·-····· 
Wash-house overseer: •• _ ····-·······-··--~····· 
"Card-room overseer .. ·-·························· 
Oombing-room ~rsear ••••..•..........••••.... 
Dra~-room overso&. .•. _ .• -· - · ..•.......•.•. 
Mule-spinning overseer.·- .....•..... __ ·~· ..•...• 
R~g ~pinning ov~rseer ..... _ •.•.....•.•.• ·-- ... 
Twistm.g and -reelmg overseer ••••........•••...• 
W onl washers ..... ~. - · .. --- •.•.••. ·~ ••.• _ ...• 

g~ ~~&~~~~: ~:: :: :: : :::··: :-:~ ~:: .:: :: :: :-::-:: 
Combs •...••....•.•••••..•••.•••••..•.••••••.••• 
Backwashers~ ..•..•.•.• -·. - .•• ·-- •. _. _ .••.. 
Gill boxes •..••••• ~···············-·······-~···· 
.Drawing gills .•.•.....•......•..•...•.•..•.••...• 
Drawing frames ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Roving frames •• ~--····-··----~·-···---····· 
Mule spinners •.. ·- ..••...•.•.• ·-· .•••• ·- ••••••••• 
M~le sp!nners' helpers .•••....•........•..•...•... 
Rmg splDilers .................................. . 
Twisters .•.•..... -· ..•••.•• - •••••... --· .•••• " ..; 
\Vinders and reelers ......•..•• ·-··············· 
Cylinder-room overseers .....•....•..•••.••.••.•. 
-Cylinder-room overseers' helpers ••••.••..••.•••• 
Needle setter overseers. -· ..•..... ·---· ..••• _ ·-
Needle setter<>verseers' helpem.- .• ·······-····· 
Engineer_ ___ .......•. ·- · .•.... -· .••...••..•.. 
Engineer helpers .........................•...... 
Firemen overseei:_ ................. ·---. ·-~- •.• 
Firemen overseer helpers ... __ ·- .••.. -·_ •• -~ ••• ,, 
Yard 1aborers' overseer--·_-·-·--- - •.••.•••••. 
Laborers, all around·-·········· ............... . 

Woolen spinning: . 
Boss spinner ............... ,_. ·-· .... ·- ••.••••••.• 

.:~=r.::: ~~: :: : : ::::·: :: : :::~: :: : ~:: ~::::: :-:: :· 
-Spinner's 'helper .......................... -·. -- • 
(Jard cleaner ...........• ·- ...•••.•.......•.•• -· .. 
Carder .... __ .. ·- .•....• -...... _ ..•.•.•••• ~.·-
Laborers for various kinds of work ... -- ........ . 

Weaving: 
.Boss weaver •.•••....•.•••. ·-····-·-············· 
Loom fixer ......•..•....•..•••. ··-··-····- .•. 
Warping-room foreman ...............•....•....• 
Sizing-room foreman ........................... . 
Drawing-in ioreman .......... ·- ..•..•••.•••.... _ 
Examining-room foreman •.•.. --- .•.••..•• _ ••. 
Weaver ....... ·-································. 
·warper .•.....•...•............................. 
Spooler .......•••.......... -- ..........•••• ·-· •.. 
Sizer o • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ••• •••• •• •• • • • • • •• • ·• • •Uo••• 
Sizer's helper ____ -···-•..•...••..•..•.•.••...•. 
Drawerin_ ..................................... · 
Hander in ..... ·-.• ·-· .......• ·~ ..•.•. -··- · ..••.. 
Warp twister •..••..•...........•...•.........•• 
Examiner ••••.•••.•••••..•••••..••••.•••••••.••• 
La.borers .•..•.•.•...•.....••..... ··-- •••...•.•• : 

26.00 
2 15. 50 

22.00 
22.00 
23. 75 
2.1.50 
2LOO 
22.00 
21.00 
8.20 
8.20 
7.60 . 
7.25 
5.90 
5.40 
5. 70 
6.35 
5.95 

13.00 
6.60 
5.85 
6.20 
6.10 

11.20 
6.20 

J.1. 20 
7.85 

'20.00 
11.20 
l2.60 
:11. 50 
16.00 
·8.80 

.32;00 
18.00 
14.00 
·6.00 
8.50 . 
8.50 
8.00 

25. 00 
17.30 
18.30 
17.00 
15.30 
16.30 

9. 20 
8.30 
4.55 
8.00 
1.45 
9.40 
4.95 
·8.55 
9.50 
7.55 

Dyeing: 
Head dyer ..•• _ .• ·--·~ ••••••• ·- •••••• -- •• . • • • 52. 00 
Dyehouse foreman ••. . . . . . . . .. . . .. . • • . . • .. • • . . . . 15. 00 

ii~:-:ahhi~ ·m:~::::: ::: : ::~ ::::::: ::: : ~:: ~~: 
Finishing: 

J3urling-
Rea.d overseer............................... ·23, 00 
Assistant ·overseer ... _ ...•.....•..•. ~· . • • • . . l 7. 00 
Operatives ......• ·- ••••••••.•..••••• ···--... 6. 50 

Scouring-
Head overseer............................... 18. 00 
.Assistant overseer .....•.......•....•.. - . . . . . 12. 00 
Operat ives ......•...•• ·-·············---· -·. 8. 00 

Carbonizing-
Overseer .•.... -· ..•..•••..••...••.••••.••••. 
Operati\CS- ..•.. ·- .••.•••.•...•••.•••.•.... 

Fulling-
Overseer. ·····-···············~ ··-······· 
-Operatives ............•.•....... _ ..•••••.•• 

13.00 
8.00 

23.00 
8.35 

'T~ling- : • 
Head overseer.._ ••..•.••.••..•.•••• -- •• - . 22. 00 
Assistant overseer ....•.••... _............. 18. 00 
Operatives .... _............................. 8. 25 

$9.60 
3. 75 
6.10 
6.35 
'8.30 
9.45 
9.05 
8. '95 
rg, ·50 
~.00 
5.10 
4.35 
2.90 
2.80 
2.90 
3.00 
2.85 
3.20 
6.40 
3,-55 
3."2.5 
3.25 
3.05 
5.90 ' 
'3.!W 
4:35 
3.35 

10.40 
6.40 
7. 30 
6.60 
7.15 
4. 70 

:n.50 
5.50 
5.60 · 
2.75 
4.20 
3. 70 
3.60 

l0.15 
6.70 
7.00 
'6.30 
·6.30 
6.50 
4.65 
5.05 
2.30 
4.60 
3.60 
5.00 
3.00 
6.25 
6.00 
4.00 

19 .. 25 
7.20 
4.30 
4.05 

8.30 
6.50 
3.00 

9 . .20 
6.40 
A.10 

7.40 
3.90 

' 

8.75 
4.05 . 

9.45 
-u. 35 
4.BO 

Steammg-
Overseer ••...•..•• ·-~ •.•••.• ·-···--~-·-. __ •. 13. 00 4. 85 
Operatives •• __ .•.........••...•... ···- ... ). 9. 90 4.45 

Per cent. 
271 
413 
361 
341 

"2B6 
.249 
232 
246 
247 
:W7 
161 
175 
250 
211 
186 
190 
2'23 
186 
203 
I8i 
1BO 
191 
200 
190 
182 

.'257 

.234 
~92 
175 
173 
174 
200 
187 

279 
327 
25(1 
218 
202 
.230 
22:1 

246 
258 
261 
270 
243 
251 
·198 
164 
198 
174 

. '2JJ7 
188 
165 
137 
158 
189 

270 
'208 
223 
207 

zn 
2.62 
217 

196 
188 
195 

176 
205 

'263 
206 

233 
•283 
172 

268 
:222 

J The Bradford system or worsted spinn1ng is not used in Germany at all. 
1 The wool sorting in the United States is done principally-by men and 1n Germany 

.by women. 
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Oomparati'i:e wages paid in woaien. an.a worsted muzs .. etc..-Cantlnued. 

Drying~ 
Head overseer .......... " ..................... . 
Assistant overseer ....... ........... _ .......... . 
Operatives .•... -.................... - ......... . 

Shearmg: 
Head overseer ................................. . 
Assistn.nt OV!l"Seer ........................... ---
0 pera tives .... ... ............ ..... ............. . 

Pressing and glossing: 
Head overseer ................................. . 
Assistant overseer ............................. . 
~tives .......................... -·· .•• --~. 

Examming: 
Head examiner ............ ~ ................... . 
Examiners .•••••••••••..••.•.•.•••.•••••••••••. 

Putting up: 
Overseer ............. -··- ••••• _ ..... --···._ .. 
Operatives .. _ .............................. -· .. 

A veraga wage. per , 
week of 56 work- R ti of 
Ing hours. u~~ 

States 
Eashlm wages to 
United Genru.uzy. German. 
States. 

$18.00 
13.00 
1.50 

23.00 
20.00 
7.00 

21.00 
!3'.00 
9. 70 

15.00 
12.00 

16.00 
9.50 

$6.65 
4. 4.5 
4..00 

8.50 
6.75 
4.05 

7.20 
6.70 
4.10 

6.85 
5.20 

5.00 
4.20 

Pei cent.. 
271 
292 
185 

271 
296 
188 

292 
194 
206 

219 
231 

291 
226 

Development at woolen and toorste<1 mant1,faciurin11 (n the U11£ted Sta.tea, 
1889-19(19. 

[Cam.piled from reports of United States Census. Burean.] 

Aver-
Total Total age 

Years. nmnber sa1arles an- Value of Remarb. ofem.- and wages nual products. 
ploy~. paid. 

~ 

1889 ••• 122,944 $4!,359r1U $361 $212, 17.2, 629 Tariff law of.1883; Mc.Kinley bill 
18SQ; Wilson bill 1894; Dingley 
bill 1897. 

1899 ••• 129,516 50,126,000 387 238, 7 45, 000 D~ey bill 1891. 
1904... 146,322 61, 433, 000. 419 307,942,000 o. 
19091. 16S,239 79,2141000 478 419' 826, 000 Payne-Aldrich bill 1909. 

i Prelimina.ry figures issued by Census Bureau. 
Increase iir value af products 1001-1909 was greater than in any ro years prior to 

1900. 

From these. figures and facts it would'. appear that every 
thinking man would want to learn all possible about the woolen 
industry and await the report of the Tariff Board in December 
next before passing judgment upon the changes needed in this 
schedule. Mr. William W. Wood', a large manufacturer of 
woolen goo~ in an address delivered before the National Asso
ciation of Wool Manufacturers at Washington on Fe~ruary 1, 
1911, said, in part, as follows: 

Surely Schedale K ought to be regarded favorably by th-e American 
people. It protects the labor of the employees in the woolen industry ; 
it contributes largely to the revenues of the country-its proper share
and it admits foreign manufactures of wool. What more could be hoped 
for? 

Are these manufacturers so protected that they become creatures o:f 
1n-0rdill!l.te wealth? You can count upon the fingers of one hand the 
wealthy woolen manufacturers of Ameriea. I kmnv of no one in the 
woolen business wh-0 has retired because of wealth. The margins of 
profit are so close in this business that the conduct of the business 
might be compared with farming in New England as against that in the 
West. A. successful farmet"" in New England must make his living right 
from the roeky, sterile son with his knuckles, whereas· the. gTeat fertile 
West produces abundantly and easily. The woolen manufacturer's com
petition at home Ls so. great and the risks of the business are so great 
that his margin is as that of the New England farmer. 

A sntt of clothes bought for the President of the United States yields 
a profit to the man who made the cloth of not over 38 cents on that 
suit, and these figures have been challenged by manufacturers from 
Pennsylvania, who have stated to me that their profit was less than 
ha.If o:t that. I have seen overcoo;ts made from the cloth of my own 
mills, overcoats for boys, on which the net profit to us was less than 9 
cents. I merely mention these figures to show you how closely fought 
the woolen manufacturing business is, and that ttie high price of cloth
ing is not due to the ta.rifi', nor yet to the manufacturer, but to the 
middle man, whose expenses are very great, and to the retailer, who 
also has large expenses to meet in the way of rentals and much adver
tising in the newspapers of the country. If the newspapers appreciated 
that feature, I doubt if they would raise a single letter against 
Schedule K. 

After all1 should we not give some attention to the retailer 
and find out what he pays the manufacturer for the woolen 
goods and what he sens them to the consumers for? I think we 
will find that that is where a great part of onr money f<n· 
woolen goods goes, and that we will find the facts to be similar 
to a Chicago man who paid $4 for a barrel of apples, and 
found tucked away among the apples the following note signed 
and addressed': 

DEAR CONSUMER: I received 75 cents for this barrel of apples. Will 
you kindly let me know what you paid for them? • 

I take the following from the REoom> oi the Sixty~tirst Con
gree, of date March 4, 1911, as bearing further on this point:-

Mr. GAINES said: 
Mr. SPEAKER : I ask unanimous consent to address the House for five 

minutes. 
The SPEAKER Is there objection? The Chair hears none. The gen

tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Gaines] is recognized. 
Mr. GAINES. Mr". Speaker, I have several times called the attention 

of the House to the fact that there is in this country no relati(}n be
tween the prices- received by the original producers of articles and the 
prices which are paid by the purchasers-retail purchasers. 

I regretr Mr. Speaker., that the distlngufshed gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr: CLARK], the lender of the minority, is not present in the 
Chamber at this time. I have on my desk a pieee o.f blue serge sufil· 
cient to make a suit ot the kind which usually costs the, ultimate 
consumer from $40. to $60. I desire to. present it to the leader of the 
mill.ority [llr. CLARK of Missouri], with th:e request-not upon any 
condition, but with the request-that be wear it while malting some of 
his free-trade speeehes [Laughter and applause.} 

I wish, Mr. Speaker, to read two letters which I have received in 
connecti<>n with this piece of cloth and the receipted bill for it. 

BarsTO.L, PA., February :B.., 1!111. 
Hon. ;fOSEPH H. GA.INESr 

The. House, Washington .. D. O. 
MY DEAB Mr: GAINES: The. .American Woolen Co. advises me by tele

phone that they have sent yoo from their New Yon ofilees 3! yards 
of standard serge, at $1.281 per yard. This is the net mill price they 
receiTI:! for these gooos. The weight per yard ls 16 ounces. Receipted 
bill for this merchandise accompanies invoiee. 

I have taken up with them also the average price of this Wflght and 
quality of serge in the years 1905, 1906, and 1907, and they tell me, 
the price was $1.35 on the. same basis of :figuring as $1.28t to-day ~ so 
you see that these goods are selling lower than during the three la.ttev 
years of the Dingley bill period. 

Very truly, yours. JOSEPH R. GRUKDY, 
PerH.M.C. 

Then I have the following letter from the American Wo-olen Co. : 
AMERICA...'!' WOOLEN Co., 

Hon. JOSEPH. H. GA.Th'"E'S, 
Ne~ York',, FelJrua1''fl £8, 1!J11:. 

House of Represen.tati'lies,, Wasl&ington, D. 0. 
DEAR Srn: Following instructions given. us b-y Mr. Joseph R. 

Grundy, I beg tu say that we are forwarding to you to-day by Adams 
Express, ch:i.rges prepaid, 3i yards of our 16-<>unce serge made from 
half-blood. stock,. whieb we have- billed at $1.28i per yud, the net p:riee 
at which we are selling these goods to-day to the wholesale trade. of 
the United States. 

I beg also. to send herewith receipted bills e.overlng this purehllre, 
whicb I un.dffi.'stand was at your requ.est. 

Yours. very tl'uiy, FRANCIS R. MAs~ 
Associa_te Belling A.gent. 

[Sold on condition that goods shall not be returned no.r allowances 
made for any cause after 30 days from delivery nor after good are 
sponged or cut. Address all elai:ms mid correspondence (except N:
mittances) to American Woolen Co., of New York. Post-office box 
1001.-. Station D, New York City. Cable address, Wolenco~ New York. 
A. H. c. eooe used. Remit only in New York or Boston funds to 
American Wo-0len ~.1 of Sew York, post-office. bor 381, B.osto~ 
Mass Department .lA.. Bill N.o. A6.U8. New York packing No. 
SD 10605. Season F 11.l 

AMERICAN WOOLE:oi CO., 
New Yark, Februarv !S, 1911. 

Sold to Hon. Joseph H. Gaines, the House of Representativ~ 
Washington, D. C. Shipped via. Adams Express . (paid}, from New 
York. Terms : Net cash. Style, 716-5; color, M B; yards, 3a ; price, 
$1.28! ; total, $4.49'. 

Paid American Woolen Co., of New York, E:ebru:Iry 28, 1911. 
J. CLI.FFORD WOODHULL, Agent, 

Per C. P. LINilBLUM, Oashie1·. 
I wish to make merely a few comments upon these facts : I repeat 

that the kind of woolen goods. that the manufaeturers of the country 
are. recetving $1..28! for is. the kind that enters into a suit of elothes 
for which the retail purchaser p:i.ys from $40 to $60, depending upon 
the reimtation of the tailor. 

Mr. KITCHL-. Will the gentleman allow me to ask him a qnei:.-tion '! 
Mr. GAL'IBS. I will yiel-d to the gentleman in. due time. 
Now, Mr. Speaker I have repeatedly called the attention of this 

House and endeavored, al.though ineffectually, to challenge the attention 
of the Ameriean people to the faet that the price.s paid by retail pur
chasers throughout the country are in no case received by the protected 
manufacturers at the country. And that statement Ls tru.e not alone 
with respect to the goods covered by Schedule K, the woolen schedule 
in the tariff law, but also with respect to agricultural products as well. 

I shall eon.tent mys.e.11 with one. fact illustrating the truth of the 
latter fact. Directly beneath me, in the. :resta.ura.nt of this building, on-e 
may buy a Grtmes's Golden apple from West Virginia, which, in my 
judgment, is the best apple grown tn America-grown within 50 miles 
of this city, in Berkeley C.o.unty. Ile must pay 5 eents for it; but the 
farmers of Berkeley County do not avera~e 1 cent a.piece for those 
apples. So that when we consider the relation between producers' price 
and retail price of commodlti~ whether farm products r manufactured 
articles, we fi:!ld that the final' price- rs always from 5 to 10 or eyen more 
times greater than the origin:ll price received by the prooucer. 

Mr. FOR.XES. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. G.H)!ES. Yes. Now I will yield and answer any question pr<>

pounded by the gentleman. 
Air. FoRxES. Do I understand the gentleman to sn.y that the serge 

which he presents here trom the American Woolen Manufacturing Co. 
sells at $1.28 a yard? I~ that e-0rrect 2 

Mr. GA.ms.. One dollar and twenty-eight and n quarter cents· is re
ceived by the milL 

Mr. FOIL.'1:S. And does the gentle.man say that the merchant tailorn 
:isk their customers,. for making np that serge, anywhere from $40 
to $50? 

Mr. GAINES. From $4'.0 to $60', depending upon the repnta:tion of the 
tailor and where one makes the. purchase. 

Mr. Fomms. Is it not a fact. thongh that the merchant tailors, as a 
role, do not ask more tha:n $25 for that prtce seYge when made up into. 
a suit? • 
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Mr. GAJNES. It ls not a fact. The truth ls that this sort of a suit 
would cost more than $25 at the ready-made clothing stores. 

Mr. FORNES. I beg to differ with the gentleman on that point. Fur
thermore, is it not a fact that the same class of serge in 1905 sold 
at $1.10 net? 

Mr. GAINES. I have just read the gentleman the informatlOJ.! which 
shows that the price then was higher than now; that in 1900, 1906, 
and 1907 it was $1.35 a yard. 
· l\!r. KITCHIN. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. FORNES. Is it not a fact--
Mr. GAINES. I yield to the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 

KITCHIN]. 
.Mr. KITCHIN. Has the gentleman any information as to what the 

foreign price would be? · 
I ask purely for information. Has the gentleman any information 

as to what the foreign price for that same article would be? · 
l\!r. GAINES. I have no information as to what the foreign price 

for this article ls. .My point is that the high prices paid by retail pur
chasers of the country do not in any case bear any relation to the 
prices received by the original producer, either the protected or the 
unprotected producer, in this country. The producers of manufactured 
articles and the farm producers do not receive the high prices paid 
at retail in this country. And the truth is, Mr. Speaker, that the way 
to get relief for the ultimate consumers of this country is not to strike 
at the very small prices received by the producers, but to encourage 
the producers of America until there shall be a sufficient supply in 
the markets of the United States to reduce the price to the ultimate 
consumer. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

So, Mr. Chairman, there are evidently other things than the 
tariff that contribute to the high cost of living. 

Mr. Chairman, over 90,000,000 American people are inter
ested in wool and the woolen schedule. The welfare of many 
thousands is affected by the adjustment of that schedule. Mil
lions of dollars are involved in the woolen industry from the 
raising of the sheep to the placing of the wool upon the backs 
and in the homes of the American people. The present schedule 
and rates have been substantially in existence since the Dingley 
Act of 1897, and, while there appears to be some needed changes 

· in this schedule, we can· well afford to wait until we have the 
complete report of the Tariff Board, created by the last Con
gress, before taking· action. The time is not far off and we 
ought to settle this schedule on a scientific and economic bas~s 
and thereby give stability and peace for years to come to this 
great American industry, and not let politics, political supremacy, 
and ambition for public office, sway our minds and judgments 
against the honest and fair discharge of our duties as public 
servants of 93,000,000 American people. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

l\Ir. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I yield one 
hour to the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CULLOP]. 

Mr. CULLOP. Mr. Chairman, it has been with a great deal of 
pleasure during this debate that we have listened to the great 
solicitude expressed by the membership of the Republican Party 
in this House for that great commoner in the Democratic Party, 
William J. Bryan. Let me say to our Republican friends that 
whenever and wherever the Democratic Party gathers around 
the council table for conference his seat will be in the future, 
as it has been in the past, at the head of the table. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] He has not only converted to his pol
icies seven and one-half million Democrats who follow him as 
their idol, but from the tone of this debate it seems that he 
has converted the leaders of the Republican Party as well. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I was somewhat surprised to-day at the speech of the dis
tinguished gentleman from New York [Mr. P.A.YNE], late chair
man of the Ways and l\Ieans Committee. It is true that he 
expressed his sentiments in language a little mo~e emphatic 
than parliamentary, but we must remember that m the great 
solitude which surrounded him he was the only Republican, the 
only Member on that side of this Chamber, who dared to de
fend the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill throughout this entire debate. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

I was also somewhat surprised at the distinguished gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. WEEKS] yesterday, who came to the 
defense of the Woolen Trust, as he did to the defense of the 
Boot and Shoe Trust two or three weeks ago . . 

I want to call your attention for a moment to what he said. 
and if there is any man upon that side of the House who doubts 
there is a Woolen Trust which ought to be dealt with by legisla
tion on this floor, I should like him to take the time after I am 
through to make his defense. The gentleman from .Massachu
setts said this : 

The amount of capital in the year 1909 invested ln the woolen and 
worsted manufacturing industry was $419,000,000. The capital at that 
time of the Amerlcan Woolen Co. consisted of $35~000,000 of preferred 
stock and $29,000,000 of common stock. When tne company was or
ganized there was issued $20,000,000 of preferred stock and .$?9,000,000 
of common stock. It was the customary method of orgamzmg corpo
rations of that kind 10 years ago. The estimated value of the plant.s 
was submitted to the auditors and a report was made as to the condi
tion of those plants and their value. It was estimated at ~hat time 
that the plants and machinery and real estate and other things that 
went to make up the property of that company had a value of 
$25,000,000. 

Ten years ago worth $25,000,000, and with that am?unt of 
property it capitalized for $49,000,000; $20,000,000 of which was 
preferred stock and $29,000,000 was common stock, the latter of 
which we are informed by the gentleman, was sold at from 25 
to 35 'cents on the dollar. That such stoek never had paid a 
dividend and was never intended to pay one. For one, I attack 
such business methods as unjust and unfair to the general 
public. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

How much influence this organization had on the entire 
industry of the country, and what influence it had in fixing 
the price on all the production bf the country is a ~atter to be 
considered in determining the ethics of the transaction. 

When he made his defense I said to him, and I repeat it 
now that if that is the kind of finance you justify, the differ
enc~ between you and myself is that you justify it and I con
demn it. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Now, why, I ask, should any corporati~n, t.rust, or other 
organization be permitted to sell stock which is never to be 
remunerative and when sold, never intended to be? And how 
such conduct can 

1

be defended as legitiµlate is something I can 
not understand. It is indefensible. It is one of the many crea
tions of high finance which has been exploiting the unsuspecting 
public and making a golden reward by plundering the frugality 
of an innocent people. It was capitalized at the beginning, 
according to the distinguished gentleman's statement, for 
$24,000,000 more than the est~ated value of it~ property. It 
played both ends against the middle by fir~t sellmg $24,000,0_00 
worth of capital stock more than the estimated value of its 
property at a net profit; and, second, it was enable~ to sell i~s 
product under the protective . tariff at a larger price than it 
otherwise could have done. How, under such methods of finan
ciering, could anyone be surprised at its rapid and sud~en rise 
in wealth? It turned nothing into wealth, and on mflat~ 
values derived fabulous incomes. It has from the day of its 
organization controlled the woolen and worsted industry, and 
now in 10 years the value of the property invested in those 
lines of industry amounts to $419,000,000. This is an evidence, 
when properly managed, of what the tariff, the trusts, and 
high financiering can do, and the poor consumer. f.~d the ~sus; 
pecting investor must foot the bill. Is not this mdefens1ble . 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Such methods of dealing with the innocent public deserve 
censure and should be prohibited by proper legislation, strictly 
enforced, to the end that integrity in business affairs may be 
upheld and confidence maintained. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] 

I was much astonished at the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
Di""ER] who bas just preceded me, who has prophesied all kinds 
of disaster if this bill passes, to the sheep and woolen industry 
in this co~try. In the light of past experiences he surely has 
no foundation for his prophetic visions. I ask him if conditions 
could possibly be worse, be more disastrous, in th~ sheep ~nd 
wool industries than they have been under the .McKinley, Dmg
ley, and Payne tariff laws, the highest ever known in the history 
of tariff legislation? It has suffered more and witnessed 
harder times than it ever did under any other, as the statistics 
of the trade conclusively show. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] It is well sometimes to consult stati~ti~s in or~er that 
facts may be correctly stated. From the statistics furmshed by 
the Commerce and Labor Department of this Government, we 
had in 1910, in round numbers, 7,000,000 less sheep in this. coun
try than we had in 1904. For six years the number dwmdled 
at the · rate of more than a million a year, and during all this 
time the Dingley bill was in force with the highest ta.riff on 
wool the country ever had. If a high tariff encourages this 
industry, as gentlemen insist, upon what hypothesis do they 
explain the existing conditions, as the facts show them to be? 
The truth is they can furnish no explanation consistent with 
the position they take. The two are irreconcilable. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] What is true of the sheep industry 
is also true of the price of wool. The Wilson bill which put 
wool on the free list was not passed until August 24, 1894, and 
the woolen schedule did not take effect until January, 1895, and 
yet, in 1893, when the tariff on wool was. the highest ever 
known up to the time of the passage of the Dmgley law in 1897, 
wool was the lowest it had ever been known in the last 40 
years. It sold that year for 14 cents a pound, and again under 
the Dingley law a still higher tariff on wool, the producer in 
1908 sold it for 13 cents a pound, the lowest ever known. I 
challenge any Republican on this floor to show during the ex
istence of the Wilson bill, from 1895 to 1897, while wool was on 
the free list, a time when wool sold as low as it has under the 
McKinley and Dingley tariff laws. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] He will search the market reports in vain for a 
single instance. 
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"'Byihe'ecrurtesy of the gentleman 'from Ohio [Mr. SmmwooJ>], mali''S wages. H-ow tney can have the "S.unacity to make rsuch 

I hold in my band a letter from R. A. Beatty, of .Huron Omnty, . a clnim in li.ew of the facts isbeyorrd the comprehension -of any 
Ohio, in which he states, ms a wool -producer, that he -sold his rea-sonable mind. [Applam;e on the Democratic filde.1 
woo1 in 1.893 for 14 eents a po.ima, and th:ree :years ugo, 1n '.1.90B, : "What no -foreign wage earners Teceive in tills 1ine of indus
~e sold it for ~3 c~ts a pound. "He-erroneously state-a, however, try? In Bulletin No. 86, of drrte Janua.Ty 10, 1.910, issued by 
it ~a.gun .the free list 1n 1893. ~t was then ~old i:nder the 'hig1l- · the De~nrtment of Commerce and Labor, -we find our depart
~rrff duties -0f the McKJ:nley law. It ne-ver wfille o'? the free nrent gi:ves the "following facts, which ts a complete answer on 
list sold for -such fow figures as these. He, an Ohio farmer~ the su"bJect: Wor1..'"'Snop wage earners in dress gouds in England 
fears no lower prices than ~ese, be says, if it is free o_I an duty; avenge ~B9 _a -week; 13hlrt makers, $7.26 a week; -ready. 
and further says, if a "tn:riff would increase the -price cl raw made clothmg, $8:15 _per-week; boots and "Shoes, $6.98 per week': 
wool to the !aTmer, h'e loses it fill, 1lnd more, too, on the :in- silk goods, -$8.33 per week; straw goods, $8.90 per wee'k ; dyeing: 
creased -priee of clothing. And 'IO lie aoeB. [Ap.v1ause on the $7.18; 26 per cent of ihose €Ilgaged 1n making clothing ·ma<le 
Democratic -side.] ~60 •per week·; 28 -per cent made from -$12.17 to $1A:.60 -per 

The gentleman from IlllnoisIMr.1iLmN1-the m:lnnrity]eailer- week; 1.5 per cent frmn $.9r73 to $12.17 -per week. From these 
at the beginning o.f this debate- turned to the Democratic Mem- tnconti!stnble :figures it clearly appears that the English laborer 
ber.s and saia, 1n a dramatic manner, "Are you _going to ta ill tnlly .as -well, 1f not netter~ paid tlum OlII' Am:ericm Jn.bor-er. 
men's clothi?g, women's dresse-s., ani'.l children's llats?" By Eng~d in this ~anch of f?.dustry is our 'greatest nnd mast 
such 11 question addressed to us I am 1ID.able to understand what forrrndable competitor. In view of these facts, does the mann
he means. An answer sufficient to him is: The extravagance facturer .in ihis t!otmtry need n lligh tariff to enabl~ hlm in fhis 
of his party during its 1.6 years of JlOWer has made it neces- i:ndm;try ±o .compete-with his far.eign -:competitor? Who would 
sary for ns to meet the public expenditures miner bis -party's daTe say he does? 
appropriations; that we tax these artlc1es of necessity, as much Now, in -these {!Omparisons ·w-e nav:e not iaken into accourrt 
as we regret to do so. 'The two biIIion-doilaT Congresses under the efficimrcy of our labor, wllich IJI'Odnces almost ·three times 
the administration of tne Republican Party, which -exploited as much daily -as the :foreign labor, and yet receives just about 
the public TreaStII'Y and de.Pleted its revenues by -unnecessary th~ -same wages. No ·distinction is made in price and no re
expenditures, makes such a course lillavoidab1e. [A-pi>lause on ward is given for its great superiority in this respect. The 
the Democratic side.] "But 1et me say further in reply, -we are truth is we can and do _produce more in the SIDDe length of 
going to Teduce the tax on ull these articles more than one-half time and for le:ss than ~Y other country in the world. Laber 
what his party two years 11go fixed it-; and 'I want to lrriow if he knows it and laboT ·ean not be _1limfiammed longer -0n the -le~ 
has enough concern in their welfare to vote-with ns on the adap- of the tariff for its benefit. Labor in this .eoUiltry has never 
ti on of this measure! If he ls as much interested as he-professes, been ben~ted by :protection, but the American mannfactur
he should -vote ·accordingly, nnd show hts interest by bis actionB -eI'S .have grown rich under ft. IAmUa.nse on the .Democratic 
ns wen as :by his ·words. f{Applanse on the Democratic side.] I side.] 
~am our answer to him is in behalf of these peoJlle; we are Mr. Chairm~, ~he o~~ day the. gentleman from '?alif~nia 

gorng to rednce the tax llis _party 'fixed on their wearing a,p- {Mr. KA:HN] mqu;red, :A.re you .gomg to place our higlrpnced 
parel so they Will understand the Democratic ··Party 'legislates 'in labor on a par with the labor of .free-trade En_gland and shut 
their interest and the Republican Party against it'· we are goln" down our industries and tnm our .high-pri~ed lllbor out of 
to .reduce the tax on cloth, out of which the poor lnan'.s clothin: employment?" A sufiici-ent .::mswer to that question is to -reply, 
is made, from 160 per cent to from 25 to 40 per cent· on women'~ that.England is not a free-trade country; it is a tariff for revenue 
dress goods fr-om 150 JJer cent to from 30 to 45 -Per cent; on only, and it le~es ~ts tar~ff Dn noncom~tilive ~rtic1es, while 
blankets from 160 _per cent to 30 I>er cent. We are·going to re- o~ country levies .its tariff on -competitive articles, .and the 
duce the tax tm all the woolen schedtile-the odious Schedule difference is it can change its tu.riff _policy without interrupting 
K:, the ·schedule denounced ·by President ·Taft as indefensible- bufil?es~ for this. neason, whil~ -we. can oot. This marks the 
from 90 -per {!ent to 42 per .cent. We are _going to revise ~'t distrnction. A~a~, let me say to .him? :rs a further ~er .to 
llownward and keep our promise to the :people and not --violate that _part of his mqniry about · shuttmg down the .industJ:ies 
it as did ihe J?epublica:n Party wllen 'it -p-assed the Payne bill. and turning high-paid labor out •Of em_ployment, it ls :a stere&
Will the gentleman from Illinois -assist 1n this numanitarian typed ~ession coined ·for the ·specific 11se of .high-_protection 
work or will he continrre his "tactics of obstructioni !Applause advocates m every country in the world. 1n the ..recent election 
on t~ Democ.ra.tic side.] for the Rouse of Commons in England, the paramount issue 

We say to 1rlm that for H years his party has been at the was the tariff question, and the advocates of high _protection 
behest of the Woolen Trust, ta..xing cloth ll.t from 80 to J_60 per advoc:ated a change in -their tariff pDlicy, llD.d as a i-eason gave 
cent, women's dress goods at from '!78to150 per cent, blankets at that IS was ~essa;y :in order to _prev.~nt the chea.p-la~or-m.ad~ 
from 85 to 166 per cent, flannels :from "90 to 150 per cent, and · .products o! the United ~t~es of ~ca from. bemg ~p~tea 
tha.t he then eXhibits the .courage to ask of us .such .a question is . an~ shuttmg down their mdustrie~ and turmng their high
beyond our cQllU)rellension. During this ·time he has .seen the paid .labor out -Of employment. This argument ls used every
farmers' wool go down in price, -the cost of his clothing .go up, and where ~ th~ advocates ~ a tariff !-D~ .Protection, as a .means 
the quality of his goods yearly get _poorer. IA_p_plause .on the Dem- i to s:iistam a -system, that its benefiCUtnes may plund~r ~d .ex .. 
ocratic side.] Let .me ask, Are the Ilepublicans ln thls .standing tort from the consumers Jme~rne~ PT~:fits, .ru;id multIPlY _pred .. 
with the President far a revision of this schedule downward-:he ator~ we~th. It has .served J.ts ::ime, .its unrighteous purpose; 
has said it is indefensible-or are they against llim? ·The people ai:d mtelligent p~_ple, whether m this or any other country, 
wou1d like to know. What is the answer? 1ApJl1ause on the - will _soon ex;pose its fall~ .And repudiate its hypocrisy.. IA.P-
Democratic side.] Again, others in th1s debate nave assertea planse on ~'he Demo~ratic side.J . . 
with an air of confidence that the _present :high tariff duties · Mr. Ohau:man, the advocates of 8: ta.riff :for ;pro.tection's -sake 
Bhould be maintained in order to enable the operators to .Pay h~ve most "€Urnesf:!y n.-sse~ted on this 1loor the proposition that 
the high wages now paid -employees in these industries and i\v1thout .a pro~etive tariff -our •manufacturing industries, be
then ~sk, Ar~ you golng to reduce the American wage ear~er in cause of the ~ence ~etween the wages .here . and abroad, 
these .industries to fue level of the foreign employee? I .answer can ~ot compete-with foreign mrutufactur . .e1:.s and will .shut dawn· 
tllat that ha-s already been done, and we are striving to raise it om- m~ustri-es ~d :turn o:ir labor out of employment becm1se 
to h1gher leve1s. Let us -see what the facts ar.e on this important of .the imJ,10.rtation of fore1~-made preducts. This contention, 
matter and expose fhe falla.cy of the Republicans on this if I~ he trne, .llr~ts a serious }Jroposition, and one ·demandin_g 
subject. seno~ .consideration. To all who assert such a doctrine .I 

In the woolen and worsted industry William Whitman ~n_y .Its :truth, and assert the facts £h0-w there is no founda-
f th ~ t . . • lOne tion for .such a charge. On tlm eontrary, I affirm the:re is no 

o e breates. manufactm·ers -Of .this. line, recently testified danger of such a result and that the .statistics nbm1dant.ly su~ 
that the American male . weavers :received 21 cent-s . an .hour., taln my _position. We are now -com__petin.g abroad nnd .:1f we 
or for a day of 10 hours $210, or $12:60 per week; sprnners, 12 .cnn pay the:fl'eight on .our products acro.Bs rontinen~ and oceans 
cents an .hou:, or $1.20 i::er day, or $7.20 ?er week; dyers .get , and sell them ·at the -doors of .foreign .factories and in the .homes 
$9 IJ.e:: week , l.oom fixers, $1';) ,per ';;ek, combers, $-7..20 per Gf 'foreign labor ·as we are now ·:doing, then there is .no danger 
week, card .strippers, ~7.80 per week., :m~ ·bnrlers, $6.~ _per hnt that ·we can do .so at home. Il does not ch£apen the cost 
we<;Jr. Are th:se the prmcely wages for _which the Republicans to fhe consumer of an article to pay the freight on it t.housn.nds 
~ev1ea. ~n average a~ of 90 per cent for owners of the woolen of .miles. lA_pplanse on the Democratic side.J This i-s ,fue 
rndustl'y. ~o pa.y then . employees~ . ~ow do these look under .familiar plea of the great captains of industry and their sateI
fhe -conditions _of the high cost of liVIDg brought -und~r the rtile lites, I;mt we :µieet and xefute J:t with the facts as published 
of the Republican Party to a m.un who has a family rto su_p- from department records. 
port .and edu.~te.? And._yet the high tariff, accor~ to the .Re- rr2le Leather .Trust tells us :If "the tariff on -us -products is 
p.ublrcan _position,, .is levied sole1y .for the ben-efit of the lahoring ·removed Jt can .no longer operate, lmt ..mnst close :down iitil 
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plants and turn its labor out of employment, because conditions 
in other countries are more favorable than here, and for this 
reason, without a duty for protection, it can not compete with 
them. For answer to this contention, the customhouse reports 
conclusively show we are now successfully competing with for
eign countries in leather goods. Take the year 1910 as a 
fair example. We imported $114,053 worth of boots and shoes 
and exported $12,408,575 worth. We imported no harness, but 
exported $650,000 worth. We imported uppers of the value of 
$3,000,000 and exported $20,000,000 worth. We imported band 
and sole leather of the value of $49,000 and exported $6,887,000 
worth. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

It is clearly shown by these statistics that we are competing 
abroad and selling there cheaper than the same products are 
sold here at home. The conclusion necessarily is that to remove 
the duty will not shut down any industry, nor turn labor out of 
employment, nor reduce wages. Again, the same assertion has 
been made here, and apparently repeated with confidence in its 
correctness, with reference to the manufacture of agricultural 
implements, which is also refuted by the statistics. Last year 
we manufactured $92,000,000 worth of these products. We im
ported none . and exported $25,000,000 worth, the same going to 
every civilized country in the world, and after paying the trans
portation charges abroad, sold them there for less than they 
were sold to our people at home. [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

The Meat Trust, a giant monopoly, asserts unless a high tariff 
is maintained on its products, because of conditions in other 
countries, it can not operate here, and yet last year we imported 
no canned beef and exported $1,645,000 worth; ill meat and its 
products we imported none and exported $160,000,000 worth. 

The lumber kings are industrious in their zeal for a high duty 
on lumber, and yet last year the report of the revenue officials 
shows that we imported lumber of the value of $22,000,000 and 
exported $60,000,000 worth, exhausting the depleted supply in 
this country, and against which the protectionist has opposed 
all efforts of public conservation that this valuable product may 
not be exhausted. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Again, the great iron and steel operators say that without a 
high tariff to protect their productions they can not operate 
and must surrender the bu iness to foreign producers, and yet 
last year the re-renue officials report that we imported $22,000,000 
worth of these products and exported to foreign countries 
$144,000,000 worth. Notice some of the items of this industry. 
Steel rails, imports, $133,000; exports, $8,324,000. Structural 
iron and steel, imports, $335,000; exports, $6,954,000. Wire, 
round iron and steel, imports, $872,000 ; exports, $8,482,000. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] 

The miller who fears that cheap foreign-mill products will 
injure his business appeals to Congress to levy a high duty on 
flour, and yet last year the revenue office shows that we im
ported $446,000 worth of fl.om and exported $51,000,000 worth 
to be sold in foreign countries in competition with all the 
world. · 

The coal operator tells the miner it is necessary to have a 
high duty on bituminous coal, or foreign mines will drive them 
out Qf business, yet last year we imported coal of this quality 
valued at $3,498,000 and exported $23,000,000 worth and sold it 
m competition with the coal of all the world. 

Sir, we can safely appeal to the customhouse reports for an 
answer which will refute every contention made by the advo
cates of a high protective system, save the indefensible· one 
that it creates a monopoly and enables it to extort unearned 
profits from the consumer, which is a self-evident fact. 

The "captains of industry" demand protection because they 
assert that the conditions of other countries as to labor and 
raw materials are such that we can not compete, and because 
of these . advantages, without protection, they are able to close 
down our industries and turn our labor out of employment. 
Our statistics show that last year our manufactmers ex
ported products of the value of $671,000,000, an enormous 
amount, and: sold them in the markets of every civilized coun
try in the world. We produced sufficient to supply our wants, 
and this vast surplus we sent abroad to the aoors of foreign 
plants, paid the freight, and sold them in the homes of foreign 
labor cheaper than they were sold at home. It will not do to 
say in the face of these irrefutable facts that we can not 
compete at home with foreign goods made by foreign labor. We 
can not only do so at home but we are paying the freight on 
our goods across the continents and oceans and are compet
ing with them in their homes, selling as cheap or cheaper than 
they sell their own products. If we can do so abroad, as we 
are doing eyery year, we surely can do it here at home. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

It is a familiar plea of all protectionists that a high tariff 
should be levied for the benefit of labor as a shield from 

competition with the product of the cheap labor of other coun. 
tries, and for 20 years this has been the slogan of their battle 
cry, until it is worn threadbare. The employer everywhere 
seeks labor as cheap as he can procure it. He pays no more 
than he is compelled to; he reduces wages on the slightest 
provocation and upon the flimsiest pretense. It is not the 
importation of cheap labor-made goods that menaces the wages 
of American labor, but the importation of this labor itself, sup" 
planting our labor in our factories at home, which is yearly 
turning our laborers out of employment. For more than a 
decade foreign labor, under the direction of giant monopolies, 
has been pouring into our country at the rate of a million a 
year, taking the places of our laborers at less wages, gathering 
American wage remuneration and sending it back to their 
native country in large sums, annually diminishing .the circulat
ing capital of this country, all for the enhancement of the 
trusts, combines, and monopolies, under the management of the 
great "captains of industry." [Applause on the Democratic 
side.] 

Again, the beneficiaries of the system have appealed to the 
people to sustain its high duties because it would open the mills 
and creat~ a home consumption for our surplus production. The 
theory that we should produce all we consume and consume all 
we produce is a fallacy, and if continually practiced would for
ever bar the way to the enrichment of our people and Nation. 

If an individual, throughout his entire life, would produce 
all he consumed and consume all he produced he would be no · 
better off when life ended than when it began. He had lived 
and that was all. What is true of the individual is true of the 
Nation. The wealth of both is only increased when a people 
produce enough to supply themselves and have a surplus left to 
sell to other individuals or nations, and this surplus registers 
the net profit for the period it covers. It is what makes them 
better off, increases their wealth, expands their commerce, and 
multiplies their prosperity. There was a time in the early 
period of protection when it drew capital to the country and 
multiplied wealth, encouraged commerce, and inspired thrift; 
but that time has pas ed. It was invoked to sustain infant 
industries; its advocates championed it for no other purpose 
and promised when that mission was fulfilled it should be aban
doned, as its purpose would be completed. 

But greed seized and usurped the reason, dethroned the 
conscience, and it was turned into a machine of oppression 
against the consuming masses of the most-favored country in 
all the world. It was converted into an instrument for ex
torting unearned profits and for founding combines, trusts, and 
monopolies, to suppress competition and paralyze development 
Our factories are turning out yearly $15,000,000,000 . worth of 
wares, produced by the brawn and brain of a progre sive and 
intelligent people. They are made from $8,000,000,000 of raw 
material, with $3,000,000,000 of labor. Labor is remunerated 
by only one-filth of what it produces. Four billion dollars is 
the net profit on an $11,000,000,000 investment. This is at
tractive. The division is unequal, it is unfair, and it is no 
wonder there is discontent. Under this distribution labor and 
capital are not sharing equally. Capital is protected, labor is 
not. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

The former is spared competition, while the latter is open 
to the competition of the world. It is for the equality of both 
we plead in order that contentment may prevail and prosperity 
abide. Sir, an unshack.!ed commerce encourages all and stimu
lates the growth of each. Protection which denies the markets 
to all must necessarilv discourage expansion of trade. The 
period of exclusiveness is passed if ·we are to find markets 
abroad for our surplus. Since the passage of the Payne-Aldrich 
Act less than two years ago more than one-half billion dollars 
of American capital has been withdrawn from the marts of our 
home trade and been taken to foreign countries by our manu
facturers to build plants abroad, because our · high-tariff wall 
excluded foreign goods from our markets; the foreigner re
taliated and refused to buy our goods, and hence our people 
withdrew their capital from their business here and invested 
it in business abroad. Protection is doing this daily. Under 
the protective policy of the Republican Party as now enforced 
the trend of capital is to flow abroad instead of accumulating 
and multiplying the wealth of the people here at home who 
created it. [Appla:use on the Democratic side.] 

It has been asserted by some during the course of this debate 
that an increase of tariff duties on any given article does not 
increase the price of the article to the consumer. If this be 
true, then the levying of protective tariff duties is of no benefit 
whatever to the producer. Its sole and only purpose is to enable 
the producer to increase the price and avoid competition from 

·the producers of other countries. If it is added to the laborer's 
wage, as some contend, then it increases the cost of production, 
which is added to the selling price which the consumer has 
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to pay for it. If it does not increase the price, then it is with- and always have been for the encouragement of every legiti
out justification, and there is no tenable ground for its defense. mate business, favoring safe and sound business principles 

Again, some have asserted the higher the duty on any article, which foster and stimulate genuine prosperity-a 11rosperity for 
the cheaper the article. It can be safely said that nobody all, and not a prosperity for a few, at the expense of the many. 
ever made such an argument for the purpose of convincing any It favors a prosperity which like the dews of a generous hea'\en 
person of its truth. It contradicts itself. With propriety, we fall on all alike. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
might ask how high it would be necessary to fix the duty on Again, we have been told here by the apostles of protection that 
an article in order that consumers might procure it free of business fears the action of this Democratic House. I deny it. 
charge. One proposition is no more absurd than the other; From whence do men who so speak get their information? 
one is equally as preposterous as the other. [Great applause.] The public press, the independent magazines, the people approve 

But, 1\Ir. Chairman, my time is rapidly passing, and I can our course, are commending our action, and are sending en
not let this occasion pass without paying some attention to couraging messages indorsing our progress and bidding us God 
some charges preferred during the course of this debate about speed in our good work. [Applause on the Democratic side.] We 
some familiar matters of current history. I have heard it are responding to their wishes by diligent action and conserva
a erted by some overenthusiastic friends of protection that the tive work, and it is meeting their approval. Tell me that busi~ 
panic of 1893 was produced by Democratic legislation arid ness does not approve our policy, and I ask all such where did 
Democratic policies. Will anyone point out the enactment of a the majority in this House come from if not from the great 
single line of Democratic legislation prior to the panic of 1893 business sections of the country? Can you point to a business 
for the basis of such a charge? I pause for some one to tell this center in the whole country but what made some changes from 
House what legislation . of the Democratic Party, which came a Republican to a Democratic Member of this House. [Great 
into power March 4, 1893, caused the terrible panic of that applause on the Democratic side.] 
year, paralizing business, shutting down industries, turning I Let us examine and see how the matter stands. l\faine is a 
labor out of employment, and spreading desolation from ocean great business State, she bad a solid Republican membership 
to ocean and from the Lakes to the Gulf. There was none. in the Sixty-first Congress; in this, the Sixty-second Congress, 
The McKinley tariff law was in force then, which levied the her delegation is equally divided in both the Senate and the 
highest duties ever known up to that time. The Wilson bill House. It now has its .first Democrat in the Senate since 1853. 
was not passed until the latter part of August, 1894, and did So much for that [Applause on the Democratic side.] Rhode 
not become effective until October of that year. Now, how Island with a solid Republican representation in the last Con
could a law not passed until August, 1894, and taking effect gress comes here now in this with a divided delegation, half and 
October, 1894, produce a panic in April, 1893? Will ~ome wise- half in this House. Does any one deny it to be a business 
acre tell us? State? [Applause.] In the last Congress Connecticut had a 

The panic came under the high l\IcKinley tariff law, under solid Republican delegation, but in this House a Democrat re
the enforcement of Republican policies, just ns the panic of sponds to the roll when it is called. That is a business State, 
1908 came under the Dingley law and Republican policies. Just too. [Applause on the Democratic side.] The great Empire 
as every panic has occurred in this country, under Republican State of New York, a business State, in the last Congress had 
policies· and high protection, and in both, the Democratic Party 11 Democrats and 26 Republicans. The representation in this 
was called into power to relieve the .countcy of the bu~iness House is reversed; it stands 22 Democrats, 1 Independent, and 
situation into which the policies of the Republican Party had 14 Republicans. Greater New York City, the greatest business 
plunged it. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Sir, I was metropolis in the country, if not in the world, sends one lonely 
amused to hear my colleague [Mr. CRUMPAOKEB] say on the Republican of all its membership. Who elected them if it were 
floor of this House a short time ago that the panic of 1908 not the business men? And the business men of that State took 
was of such little consequence that it did not affect to any con- a Republican out of the Senate and sent a Democrat in his 
siderable extent the business of the country. How woefully place. [Great applause.] Now, who would dare say business 
mistaken any man is when he flatters himself with such a was afraid of the Democratic Party? The great city of Buffalo 
thought. The commercial agencies by their reports show that had a divided delegation in the last House, but it is solidly 
the bu3iness failures for the first 18 months in the panic of Democratic now. Does this look like business was afraid of 
1908 exceeded those for tha first 18 months in the panic of Democratic policies? I think not. [Applause on the Demo-
1 93-$146,000,000 in amount, laying desolation throughout cratic side.] 
~he length and breadth. of the. land,. wrecking enterpr~se, stifi- The State of New Jersey comes next. It is the home of more 
mg trade, and paralyzmg busmess m every commercial mart big business institutions than any other State in the Union, 
of the country. and it has a membership of 10 in this House. In the last 

In 1893, while the panic raged with its most frightful conse- Congress it had 3 Democrats and 7 Republicans; it re
quences, there was no time. but what an individual could go versed exactly its representation, and now has 7 true and 
to his bank and draw out his own money, but not so in 1908. loyal Democrats and 3 Republicans. It also sent into re
All over the country banks were compelled to lay an embargo tirement from the Senate a Republican and put in his place as 
on this right and refused to let the people withdraw their own true and loyal a Democrat as ever li'\ed, the Hon. JAMES E. 
funds and deposits from banks. MABTINE. Does this indicate that business is afraid of the 

The public were coll}pelled to establish soup houses in every Democratic Party? [Great applause on the Democratic side.] 
metropolitan city in the land, and the laborers lined the public West Virginia is a great business State. In the last Con-
highways in quest o{ employment, but found it not. gress it had a solid Republican delegation; to-day it has four 

Four hundred and fifty thousand freight cars stood idle on good and true Democrats and only one lonely Republican to 
the numerous sidetracks of the various railroads of the coun- answer the roll call. It also sent two Democrats to the Senate. 
try with their wheels rusting on the rails-a sufficient num- Business interests in that State it seems are not afraid of the 
ber which, if coupled together in one train, would · have made Democratic Party. [Applause.] Ohio, the home of the Presi
a line reaching the entire distance from _New York City to the dent, is one of the greatest business States in the Union. In 
city of St. Louis. the last Congress it had 8 Democrats and 13 Republicans, and 

These are some of the features of the panic of 1908. [Ap- both Senators were Republicans. In this Congress it has 1 
plause on the Democratic side.] The foundations were razed Democratic Senator, 16 Democrats in the House and only 5 
from under fortunes and the wealthy became poor, and the poor Republicans. Does anyone believe that the business men of 
made more desolate. [Applause.] But we have been told here Ohio fear the Democratic Party? I do not. [Great applause.] 
that the success of the Democratic Party in 1892 at the election Pennsylvania and Illinois, both great business States, and 
frightened the business of the country and this caused the panic from their business centers have increased their Democratic 
of 1893. I deny ·it. No man of all the great men who have representation as an indorsement of their faith in Democratic 
occupied the White House was held in as high esteem by the policies. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 
business men and business interests as was Grover Cleveland. A MEMBER. How about Indiana? 
The business men of the country supported him as a candidate, Mr. CULLOP. Indiana is all right. Just keep your eye on 
voted for him, and by their votes he was elected. They stood it. Two Democratic Senn.tors are credited now to Indiana 
by him loyally, and if you will examine the vote of the country and 12 out of the 13 Members of this House are Democrats, and 
that year you will find the gains were made from the business we expect to have a solid delegation in the next House. We 
sections and were made from the business men of the country. will sweep the Republican Party off of the map at the next elec
These are the facts and I challenge any man to successfully tion, and we are anxious for the contest. [Great applause on 
deny them. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Why should the Democratic side.] Do we need more or better proof than 
business, I mean legitimate business, fear the Democratic· Party this that business indorses our policies, inaugurated them, and 
and its policies? The Democratic Party and its policies are now approves their adoption? We are opposed by a hostile Senate 
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and ExeentiYe, and can not carry them fully into complete exe- Mr. Dale, who made the fillalysis of the cloth which nre the 
cution. HoweTer, we shouid not falter, but adopt Democratic fonn11ation of my figures, was for many years the mn.nager of 
policies as far as we can and give the people as much relief as '3. woolen mill, and for many more has been intimately con
possible from the burdens imposed on them by 14 years of Uil- nected with the woolen industry. The accuracy of his figures 
broken rule by the Republican Party. [Applause on the Demo- has not and, I think, can not be successfully contested. For the 
cratic side.] _purpose of a:seertaining the exact relation between the compen-

Since this Democratic House convened 'business conditions :sa.tory and protectiye duty Uilder the Dingley and Payne billB 
all ffrnr the country have impro-,ed, .as evidence of confidence he made an analysis of 11 different woolen cloths, determining 
in our ability to solve correctly the great business questions by that analysis thQ exact proportion of grease wool, shoddy, 
with which we .are to deal. Since this bill was presented to this .and cotton in each. With this exact knowledge of the contents 
House the price of raw wool has advanced 5 cents a pound. of the cloth in wonL shoddy, and cotton be was able to de
What better evidence eould be produced for the uwroval of termine the exact proportion of compensatory a.nd protecfrre 
our course by the buslness interests of the country! !Applause ,duty provided by the tariffs of the wool schedule of the Dingley 
on the Democratic side.] and P.a.yne lnws. l will print the analysis made by Mr. Dale, 

In conclusion, my Democratic brethren, we must falter not, 
1 

together with .his conclusions as to th.e amount of compensatory 
but proceed to perform the duty for which we were commls- .and protective duty upon each of these woolen cloths provided 
sioned by. the people at the last election. We are on trial, and by the Payne .and Dingley laws. 
thus far the Yerdict of popular ap]:)roval commends our course. Taking ~fr. Dale's analysis of each of these cloths as a basis, 
Grenter responsibilities will fall to ns if we but do our duty I have prepared some tables showing the amount .Qf compen
well. The final batue is to be fought next year, ancl if we but satozy and protective duties upon each, applying thereto the 
follow the mandate of the people in the prosecution of our duties provided by the pending bill. In order to conform to the 
work a sweeping victory will be the reward. A united party rchange in the pending bill from the .specific basis provided by 
can accomplish much, but divided w~ ca.n never sueceed; har- the Payne law to the ad vu.lorem basis provided by the pending 
mony of forces and harmony of action will assure a -complete bill it was necessary to determine upon some basis -0f value for 
triumph. The time and opportunicy are both present and let the' grease wool and shoddy contained in the cloth. In ascer
m; seize- and use them, for it m:>uld be ernel to waste either. ta.ming that basis I thought it was ffilr to take the a. verage 
The enemy is on the retreat, its ranks are broken, its fortifica- import price of wool in the grease :and have taken as that basis 
tions are down,_ its. legion~ are 'Seattere~ and ~ghting . each 24 .cents a pound, the average import price of raw wool in the 
other, and ~ertam victory is assured ns if we will enter the year 1909 · and as a basis of \alue for the shoddy I have ts.ken 
approaching contest with n determination which the occasion 12 cents per pound wbich I believe is slightly in excess <>f the 
inspires. Choose for the leadership in the g:eat contest of average foreign price 'Of shoddy. It is, of -course, true that there 
1912 any of the great men wh<>Be mi.mes illmnme our party"s would be some slight deviation from this value in the cloth by 
history; adopt a platform of prineiples which shall declare reason -0f the fad that in making the cloth the price of the 
the true Democratic doctrine, free of all alliances with special wool miaht l>e slightly more or less than these figures. But 
interests, and no power on earth can the opposition invoke taking ~ average of the results of these figures upon 11 dif
whi-ch wn:i disturb or embarrass our march to certain -victory· fer-ent pieces of cl!>th necessarily results in a fairly accurate 
or the triumph of our cause. The marshaled hosts of De- -conclusion ·as to the :actual compensatory and protective duties 
mocracy are in the field ready for the contest_, and impatiently provided by the various ta.riffs levied by this bill Now, I do 
await the command to engage in the eonfiict for the triumph not intend to piake an explanation in detail ·of the analysis of 
of ~ur ~a.u~e--the peopie's .c~us~the appli<;~ation of. Demo- these tables as they :speak very largely for themselves, but I do 
crabc prmc1ples to the administration of national affairs and desire to make a brief ·expla.nation of one .of them as a demon
the restol'ation -0f business to a safe and sound basis, in order stration thtit will appiy to fill 
that prosperity may be restored to :in . the pe~ple. .rn _such a r refer now to piece .A201 cotton warp casket cloth. This 
contest three-four!~ of th~ 'States m this Uruon will mdor~e piece runs 15! -0unces per yard, 68 inches wide; 10,000 yards at 
our conduct by g1vmg their electoral -vote to the Democratic 50 cents per yard· 9 688 pounds of cloth. This cloth will l'e
candidates. [Lond and prolonged applanse on the Democratic quire m its mam;facture 2,375 pounds Df cotton warp, 1,600 
side.] pounds of grease \Wol, 1,125 pounds of raw cott~ and 9,563 

Mr. MANN. lli. Ohairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gentle- ·pounds of shoddy. The Ding:ley duty upon this cloth, figured 
man from Minnesota [Mr. ANDERSON]. upon the basis of 4 pounds of grease wool, at a tariff: dufy cf 11 

Mr. AJ'..~ERSON of Minnesota.. 1\1r. Chairman, I had not cents a pound, to 1 pound of cloth was 44 cents -per pound on 
intended to speak upon this bill. I intended merely to content th~ cloth nnd ro per eent ad va.lorem. 
myself with voting for it I am not a partisan upon tari:D'. .Applying this basis to the eloth mentioned, we have 9,688 
questions, and in my optimism I had hoped that the Democracy, pounds of cloth at 44 cents duty per pound. amounting to 
as you say, fresh from the people, with the mandate of that $4,262.72, or an equivalent ail valoran of 85..2 pe.r eent, and in 
people in their llands, would at least leave out of thiB bill that addition a duty {}f 50 per cent on $5,000, the value of the cloth, 
timeworn and threadbare proyision, "ma.de wholly or in part of or $~,500, making a total compensatory and protective duty of 
wool/' a provision which makes the .schedule .applicable to $6 612. 72 equivalent tD an ad va.lorem rate -0f 135.2. Now, apply
everything with even the slightest part of wool in it, from wool- mg the 'nin.gley duty to the aetual amount of compensatory 
lined rubber boots to wool-upholstered furniture, from all-wool duty required by the contents of the doth in grease wool and 
worsted clothing to mercerized cotton with wool polka d-0ts. sJroddy glrns th.e following result: 
But I recognize .how futile it is to say anything in the face of a Qne thousand six .hundred pounds of grease wool at 11 cents 
militant but caucus-tied and gagged majority, pledged to vote per pound-the Dingley tariff-amounts to $1,760, and, adding 
down any .amendment, .however meritorious. a eompellBiltory duty of 5 cents per pound upon the 9,063 pounds 

I recognize that nothing that I could say· or that any man of shoddy oontained in the cloth, amounting to $478.15, gives us 
can say will change by the addition oi· subtraction of 1 per an actual required compensatory duty amounting to $2,238.15, 
cent any of the schedules of this bill; and I rise now only for equivalent ito 44..8 per cent ·ad valorem; leaving :m actual pro. 
the purpose of presenting certain tables, ·wbich I have prepared tection upon the cloth, valued at $5,000, of $4,524.57, equivalent 
with some labor and burning of the midnight oil, and which I to 00.4 per eent .ad valorem. 
am optimistic enough to think will prove of interest to the Now I propose to take the same piece of eloth and apply to 
Members of this House and to the country. its dutiable contents the rates of duty provided by this bill. 

In preparing these tables I have taken as a basis the statis- Figuring the dutiable contents uf the cloth, 1,600 pounds of 
ti.cal tables prepared by Samuel S. Dale, editor of the Textile grease wool at 24 cents a pound, gives the grease wool value in 
World Record, and which were presented by the late Sena.tor the cloth at $384:; taking 9,563 pounds of shoddy at 12 cents per 
Dolliver, of Iowa, as the basis of his remarks upon the wool pound gives us the v::iue of the shoddy contents of the elo~ nt 
schedule in the tariff debatc- of two years ago m the United $1,147.56; then, applymg a 20 per cent ad valorem rate provided 
States Senate. Dolliver was a star among the .actors in the in this bill to the $1,531.56 in value of its dutiable contents, 
drama .of life. His light has gone out. .But the radiance of gives us an actual required compensatory duty amounting to 
his intellect still sheds its brilliance upon this subject. [Ap- $306.20, or an ad valorem equivalent on the value of th~ cloth 
plause.] Time dulls the enthusiasm for ideals and dims the of 6.12. The duty of 40 per cent on the value -0f the cloth nt 
luster of the memory -of man, but Dollil"'er's contributions to $5,000 amounts to $~,000, leaving an acta.nl protection under this 
tariff knowledge., perpetuat-ed in tile morocco-bound. volumes of bill of $1J693.80, -equivalent to an ad rnlorem 'Of 33.88 per cent. 
the RECORD still shro a. light upon. the pathway of him who I submit that this is a -rery generous and healthy protection 
would trav~l the intricate mazes ,of the wool schedule._ LAP-. upou a piece of cloth 36 per cent of ~hich in ~eight is cotton 
p1aui:e.] So I feel that I need make no apology in basing the produced in this coUiltry and upon which there is no duty what
tables which I present upon the analysis and statistics pre- ever. I ask leave at ·this point-t<Y· print the tables prepared by 
sented by Senator Dolliver in the -debate of two years ago. Mr. Dale and by myself. 
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DINGLEY SCHEDULES. 

A207--COTTON WARP, CASKET CLOTH, COTTOX, WOOL, AXD SHODDY. 

[15~ ounces per yard, 68 Inches wide ·; 10,000 yards, at 50 cents, 
5,000; 9,6 8 pounds cloth. This will require 2,375 pounds cotton 

warp, 1,600 pounds grease wool, 1,125 pounds raw cotton, 9,563 
pounds shoddy.] 

Duty. 

Dingley duty: 
9,688 pounds cloth, 44 cents.............................. $4, 262. 72 
50 per cent of $5,000.. ..•••.•• •.•••• .••.•••••••••••••••••• 2,500. 00 

Percent. 

85. 2 
50.0 

1~----1-~--

DINGLEY SCHEDULES. 

E119-WORS'IED SERGE, PIECE DYED. 

[14~ ounces per yard, 56 inches; 10,000 yards, at 90 cents, $9,000; 
9,062 pounds cloth. This would require 20,945 pounds grease wool] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Dingley duty: 
9,062 pounds cloth, 44 cents.............................. $3. 987. 28 44. 3 
55 per cent of $9,000............ •• . ••. .. . . . . . . ••••• ••••.. 4, 950. 00 55 

1-----1---~ 

Total duty ........................•.•••.••....•.•..... 8, 937. 28 99. 3 

Total duty............................................ 6, 762. 72 
Actual compensatory required: 

25.6 
Actual compensatory required: 

135. 2 20,945 pounds, 11 cents .•.•.••..••..•.........•••••••.... 2,303. 95 

1,600 pounds, 11 cents ..•••.....•...••..•••••• $117ro.00 
9,563 pounds, 5 cents.......................... 478.15 

2, 238.15 44. 8 

Actual protection..................................... . 4, 524. 57 90.4 

PENDING BILL. 

A207-COTTON WARP, CASKET CLOTH, COTTON, WOOL, AND SHODDY. 

[10,000 yards, at 50 cents, $5,000; 1,600 pounds of grease wool, at 24 
cents, $384; 9,563 pounds shoddy, at 12 cents, $1,147.56.} 

Duty. 

Duty on cloth valued at $5,000, at 40 per cent................ $2,000.00 
Compensatory duty on grease wool, valued at $384, at 

20 per cent ........................................ $76. 80 
Compensatory duty on shoddy, valued at $1,147.56, at 

20 per cent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 229. 40 

Total compensatory ...•••.•••...•.....••.....••••••••. 306. 20 

Actual protection .•...........•••••••••••••••••••••••.. 1,693. 80 

DINGL"EY SCHEDULES. 

A96-COTTON·WARP DRESS GOODS. 

Per cent. 

6.12 

33.88 

[6.7 ounces per yard, 50 inches wide; 10,000 yards, at 25 cents, $2,500; 
4,187 pounds cloth. 'fhls requires 4,515 pounds of grease wool.] 

Actual protection..................................... 6, 633. 33 73. 7 

£ENDING BILL. 

E119-WORSTED SERGE, PIECE DYED. 

[10,000 yards, at 90 cents, $9,000; 20,940 poll.nds grease wool, at 24 
cents, $5, 026.80.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth valued at $9,000, at 40 per cent.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2, 600. 00 40 
Compensatory duty on grease wool valued at $5,026.80, at 20 

per cent................................................... 1,053.60 11. 7 ,_ ____ ,_ __ _ 
Actual protection..................................... 1, 546. 40 28. 3 

DINGLEY SCHEDULES. 

A.226-COTTON WORSTED. 

[14 ounces, 55 inches wide; 10,000 yards, at 50 cents, $5,000; 8,71'0 
pounds cloth. This would require 3,125 pounds grease wool.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Dingley duty: 
Duty. Per cent. 8,750 pounds, 44 cents.................................... $3,850. 00 77 

50 50 per cent of S5,000............ ••• • •• • • • . • . • . • . . • • •• • • • • . 2, 500. 00 

Dingley duty: Total duty............................................ 6, 350. 00 
4,187 pounds cloth, 44 cents.............................. SI, 842. 28 73. 7 Actual compensatory required: 343 

127 

6.8 

120.2 

50 per cent of $2,500............ •• • • • • • • • •••••••• •• • ••• • • • l, 250. oo 50 3,125 pounds, 11 cents.................................... . 75 

Total duty ........................ ············-······ '--3-, 09_2._28_, __ 1_23_._7 Actual protection...................................... 6, 006. 25 
Actual compensatory required: 

4,515 pounds grease wool, 11 cents. • . . . • • • • •• • ••• •••• •• • . 496. 65 19.9 

103.8 Actual protection .........•.......•.••••••••••• _...... 2, 595. 63 

PENDING BILL. 

A96-COTTON-WARP DRESS GOODS. 

[10,000 yards, at 25 cents, $2,500; 4,515 pounds grease wool, at 25 . 
cents, $1,083.60.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth, $2,500, at 45 per cent ................... : .... . 
Compensatory duty on grease wool valued at Sl,083.60, at 20 

$1, 125. 00 45 

216. 72 8. 66 per cent .................•..•...•............•...•••••.•... 
1--~--->-~-~ 

Actual protection ..•••.•.•••••••••••••••.•.•••••••••••• 908.28 36.34 

DINGLEY SCHEDULES. 

PENDING BILL. 

A.226-COTTON WORSTED. 

[10,000 yards, at 50 cents, $5,000; 3,125 pounds of grease wool, at 24 
cents, $750.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth valued at $5,000, at 40 per cent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $2, 000. 00 
Compensatory duty on grease wool valued at $750, at 20 per 

cent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 150. 00 

Actual protection...................................... 1,850. 00 

DINGLIJY SCHEDULES. 

A25-WORSTED SERGE. 

40 

3 

37 

C9&-WORSTED DRESS GOODS. 1 [18.4 ounces per yard, 54 inches wide; 10,000 yards, at $1, $10 000 • 
[6.7 ounces per yard, 50 inches wide; 10,000 yards, at 40 cents, $4,000; 11,500 pounds cloth. This requires 21,941 pounds grense wool.] ' ' 

4,187 pounds cloth. This will require 0,760 pounds of grease wool.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

DinrJey duty: 
4,187 pounds cloth, 44 cents ......... ·-··················· $1,842.28 
55 per cent of $4,000............................. •• • . . . . . . 2, 200. 00 

Total duty............................................ 4, 042. 28 
Actual compensatory required: 

9,760 pounds grease wool, 11 cents....................... 1,073.60 

Actual protection...................................... 2, 968. 68 

PEYDING BILL. 

C9&-WORSTED DRESS GOODS. 

46 
55 

101 

26.8 

74.2 

[10,000 yards, at 40 cents, $4,000; 9,760 pounds grease wool, at 24 
cents, $2,342.40.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth valued at S4,000, at 45 per cent............... $1,800.00 4li 
Compensatory duty on grease wool, valued at $2,342.4-0, at 20 

per cent ad valorem.... .. . .. . .. . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 468. 48 11. 71 

Actual protection ....••••••.•••••• ·····-····-·u·•·... 1, 331. 52 33. 29 

Duty. Per cent. 

Dingley duty: 
11,500 pounds cloth, 44 cents............................. $5, 060. 00 50. 6 
55 per cent of 810,000..................................... 5, 500. 00 55. Ii 

r--~~-+--~-

T o t al duty............................................ 10, 560. 00 105. 6 
Actual compensatory required: 

21,941 pounds grease wool, 11 cents...................... 2,.413. 51 24.1 
t-----~-~~ 

Actual protection. • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . • . . . . 8, 146. 49 81. 5 

PENDING BILL. 

A25-WORSTED SERGE. 

[10,000 yards, valued at $1, $10,000 ; 21,941 pounds grease wool, at 
24 cents, $5,265.84.} 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth valued at $10,000, at 40 per cent ............... $4,000.00 40 
Compensatory duty of $5,265.84 on grease wool, or 20 per cent. 1,053.84 10.M 

Actual protection ...••••... ;~;;.;~.:········· 2,946.16 29.46 
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DrNGLEY SCIDIDULES. 

608-PIECE-DYED KERSEY. 

(25. ounces per yard. 55 inches. Stock: Buck warp, 40 per eent Oregon, 
60 per cent snoddy; face warp and filling, 50 per cent CaU!ornia, 50 
per cent shoddy; 10,000 yards, $1.25, $12,500; 15,625 pounds cloth. 
This would require 32,426 poundB wool in grease, 13,167 pounds 
shoddy.] 

Amount. Per cent. 

Dingley duty: 
15,625 pounds, 44 cents ...• ·····················-~·~--· $6,875.00 li5 
55 per cent of $12,500 .••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

J~~~~-1-~~-

6,875.00 55 

To tal duty ...................••••.••..•.••••••.......• 
Actual compensat-0ry required: 

32,•!26 pounds, 11 cents ............•.......... $3, 566. 86 
13,167 pounds, 5 cents........................ 658.35 

Actual protection .•...•.......••......•..•..•...•..... 

PEXDING BILL. 

60fl-PIECD-DYED KERSEY. 

13, 750.00 110 

4,225.21 33.8 

9,524. 79 76.2 

[10,000 yards, at $1.25, $12,500; 32,426 pounds grease wool, at 24 
oents, $7,782.24; 13,t(IT pounds shoddy, at lZ cents, $1,580.04.J 

Duty. 

Duty on cloth valued at SI2,500, at ~a per cent . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $5, 000. 00 
Compensatory duty on grease wool valued at 

$7,782.'.!-t, at 20 per cent ...... ..... ..... •. . •. ...• $lr556. 44 

Co~~~:r~~~~~~-~~-~~~-~:-~~~~- ~~-~:·.5.8~·~~ 316. 00 

Total compemiatory .• ··-···--·-······················ 1,872.« 

Actual protection. - ....................... -· ·--· ·-· • a, ll8. 56 

DINGLEY SCHEDULES. 

E382-COTTOX-W .iilP BEA VER. 

Per cent. 

40 

PENDING BILL. 
E24-IRISir FRIEZE. 

[1()',000 yards at $1, $10,000 ; 23,620 ponndB of grease wool at 24 centg, 
$5,670; 17,719 pound-s shoddy at 12 cents, $2,126.28.J 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth valrred Rt $10',000, Rt 40 per cent............... $4, 000. 00 
Compensatory duty on grease wool valued at 85,670 

at 20 per cent.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Sl? 134. 00 
Compensatory on shoddy valued' at $2,126.28 at 20 

per cent •••...... ·-............................. 425. 20 

Total compensatory •••••.....••..•...•.....•.... -·.... 1, 059. 20 

Actual protection •• _.................................. 2, 4!0. 80 

DI:\'GLEY SCHEDULES. 

A2ll-WOOL CA.SSillIERE, TEilRITDRY WOOL. 

40 

15. 59 

24.41 

[13 ounces per ya.rd, 54 inches wide ; 10,000 yards, at 85 cents, $8,500 ; 
8,125 pounds cloth. This will require 32,143 pounds grease wool, 
shrinking 65 per cent.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Dingley duty: 
8,125 pounds cloth, 44 cents....................... . . . . . . . 3, 575. 00 42 
55 per cent oJ: S8J500. -· ...... --·... •• • • • • • .. • • • •. • . • • • • • . .. 4, 675. 00 55 

1-~~~-L-~~-

To tal duty............................................. 8, 250. OG 97 
Actual compensatory required:. 

32,143 pounds, 11 cents.................................. 3, 535. 73 41. 6 
1-~~~-:-~~-

Actual protec~on_ ..•• --- . . . ... . . . • . . ... . ... . . . . . . . . . . . 4, 714. 271 55. 4 

PE?o."DIX(J Ilrr..L. 

AZll-WOOL CA.SSIMERJ.1.l, TERRITORY WOOL. 

[10,000 yards, at 85 cents, $8,500; 32,143 pounds of grease wool, at 
24 cents, $7,714.32.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

[28 ounces per yard, 55 inches; 10,000 yards, at 75 cents, $7,500; 
17 ,500 pounds. 'l'biS' quantity would require 3,611 pounds raw cotton, I Duty on cloth valued at $8,500, at 40 per cent ............... . 
1,309 pounds cotton warp, 22,123 pounds- shoddy, 4,886 pounds fine Compensatory duty on grease wool valued at $7,714.32, at 20 
wool, 1,137 pounds coarse wool.] · per cent.. ................................................. . 

$3, 400. 00 40 

Duty. Percent. 

Dingley duty: 
17,WO pounds, 44 cents.................................. $7, 700. 00 102. 7 
50 per cent oU7,500... •....... ..••.••.••••••••.•.... .... 3, 750. 00 50 

1-~~~-1-~~-

Tota l duty. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11, 450. 00 152. 7 
.Acttl."ll com.pensatru:y required: 

1, 542. 86 18. lS 

Actual protection .•..••.•..•. · .......•.....•............ 1, 857.14 21. 85 

DINGLEY SCHEDULES. 

DE-WOOL DRESS GOODS, PIECE DYED. 

[6 ounces peF yard, 5.0 lnehes. wide; lQl,000 yru;ds, at 40 cents, $4,000 ; 
3,750 pounds cloth. This would require 14,823 pounds grease wool, 
shrinking 65 per cent.} 

'· 
Duty. Per cent. 

IJ,023 pounds, 11 cents ...•....•.•••• - • ··-~~-. 5662. 5.1 
22, 123 pounds, 5 cents. • . • . . • . • . . • • • • . • . . • • • . • • 1, 106. 15 

r, 768'. 68 
23: 

6 
Dingley duty: 

~7~'!?=~ ::.~t~::.:: ::::: :: : : :: : :: : :: : :: : : : : : : : : : : : $1,650.00 41.2 

Actual protection .•••••••.....•••.•••••.••••••••..... 9, 681.32 129.1 

PE~DING BILL. 

E382-COI'TO~ W Al!.P IlEA. VER. 

[10,000 · yards at 75 cents, $7,500; 6,023 pounds grease wool at 24 
cents, $1,445.52; 22,123 pounds shoddy at 12- cents-, $2,654. 76.] 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--;-~~~~~~ ! 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth. valued at87,500 at.4-0 per cent .. --·- .. . .•.... $3, 000. 00 
Compensatory duty on grease wool valned at 

Sl,4-l.5.52 at 20 per cent..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8289. 10 
Compens:>tory duty on shoddy valued at $2,654.76 

at 20 per cent.................................... 5.10. 95 

Total compcnsatory........... ••••••• .• •• .•• ••••• .• . • 820. 05 

Actual protection. • • • • • • • • . . • . • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • . . . . 2, 179. 95 1 

DINGLEY SCHEDULES. 

EZ4-Imsrr FTIIlZE. 

40 

10.93 

(34 ounces pe.r ya.rd, 55 inches. Stock: 50 per cent wool and 50 per 
cent wn.ste ~ 10.000 yn.rds, at $1, $10,000 ; 21,250 pounds cloth. This 
requires 23,625 pounds grease wool, 171719 pounds shoddy and 
waste.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Dingley dlltr. 
21,250 pounds, 44 cents.................................. $9,350.00 
50 per cent of Sl0,000'. ............ .. . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 5, 000. 00 

Total duty ................••.•••.•••.••.•...•.••...... 
Actual compensatory required: 

23,625pounds,11 cents .. ·················--· $2,598. 75 
17,TI9 pounds, at 5 cents...................... 885. 95 

14,350.00 

93,5 
5-0 

143.5 

2,200.00 55 

Total duty--· .............•...........•.••••.•.•...... 
Actual compensatory required: 

14,823 pound&, 11 eents .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.. 

3,850.00 96.2 

1,630.53 4.0.8 

Actual protection_.~ ...• ·- ..• _ ....•.....•.........•. 2,219.4.7 55.4 

P.lrnuING BILL. 
D.E-WOOL D.IlESS GOODS. 

[10,000 yar.ds at 40 cents1 $4,000; 14,823 pounds of grease wool a.t 
2~ centsr $3,557.52.] 

Duty. Per cent. 

Duty on cloth valued at $!,000 n1! 45 per cent ............... . 
Compensatory duty on grease wool valued at $3,557.52 at 20 

per cent .... -·--·· ... : ....•................................ 

SI, 800. 00 45 

}711. 50 17. 78 

Aetual protection .....•......•..•••.................... 1,088.50 27.22 

Recapitulation.. 

DingTey Dingleyduty, Pending bill. 
i~-d_u_ty_·~-1-~a-ctua~1-.~1Total1~~....,...~-1 
Com- Com- Ding- Com- Total 
pen• Pro- pen- Pro- Icy pen- Pro• duty. 
sa- tee- sa- tee- duty. sa- tec-

tory. tive. tory. tivc. tory. tive. 
----------;---1---1·--;----------
A25 ..••••..••.............. 50.6 55 24.1 81.5 105.G 10.54 29.46 40 
A96 ..•.••.................. 73. 7 50 19.9 103.8 12-3. 7 8.66 36.34 45 
C96 •• ----··-·-···-·-··· 46.0 55 26.8 74.2 101.0 11.71 33.29 45 
Ell9 .....•......•.......... 44.3 55 25.6 73. 7 99.3 11. 70 2S.30 4.0 
A226 .. ·-···-·--······ 77.0 50 6.8 120.2 127.0 3..00 37.00 40 
A207 .....••....•••......... 85.2 50 44.8 90.4 135.2 6.12 33.88 40 
608 ••••••••••• -••••••••••••• 55.0 55 33.8 76.2 110.0 14.97 25.02 40 
E382 ••••••••.••.•..•••••... 102. 7 50 23.6 129.1 152.7 10.93 29.07 40 
E24 ..................•..... 93.5 50 34.8 108. 7 143.5' 15.59 24.41 40 
A21ll ....•••..•...•.•.•..... 42.0 55 41.6 55.4 97.0 18.15 21.85 4.0 
DE ...................•.• _ .. 41.2 55 40.8 55.4 00.2 17. 78 27.22 45 

3,484. 70 

Actual protection ................... ·- ••••••••••••.•.. Hl,805.30· 

34.8 
Per cent. 

108. 7 A~ge compensatory duty unde~ this bill------------------- 11. 74 
A-Ye.rage p.r.otec.tivu duty llilde.r. this lillL- 29. 62, 
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Without going into details of these tables, they show actual 

compensatory duties nnder the schedules of the pending bill 
running from 3 per cent to 18 per cent and actual protective 
duties running from 21 per cent to 37 per cent They show an 
average compensatory duty on the 11 pieces of cloth of 11.74 
per cent and an average protective duty of 29.62 per cent. 

If there is any gentleman on that side of the House who can 
justify an average protection ot approximately 30 per cent on 
the principle of a tariff for revenue, I would be glad to have 
him do it. The tables on piece A96 cotton warp dress goods 
show an actual compensatory duty of 8.66 per cent and an 
actual protection of 36.34 per cent. If there is any gentleman 
on the other side of the middle aisle who can justify a rate- of 
45 per cent, of which more than 36 per cent is protection, on 
ladies' cotton warp dress goods, I should be glad to have him 
mnke that demonstration. To claim that a bill providing pro
tection averaging 30 per cent is a purely revenue measure is a 
nonsensical absurdity so profonnd as to startle the brain of an 
idiot. 

There are gentlemen on this side of the aisle who, I think, 
believe, with honest conviction, that the rate of protection af
forded by this bill is too low. I do not share that opinion, for 
such information as I have been able to gather leads me to the 
conclusion that a protection of 30 per cent upon the value of 
the cloth is ample to protect the manufacturer of woolen cloths 
in this country against the cheaper labor of foreign countries. 

Shortly prior to the debate of two years ago in the Senate on 
the wool schedule l\Ir. W. A. Graham Clark, special agent of the 
Department of Commerce and Labor, made an extended and 
careful investigation and analysis of the cost of production of 
woolen yarns and cloth in this and several foreign countries. 

He prepared, after a thorough investigation, a list of tables 
showing the various items of cost entering into the production 
of woolen yarns and cloth, and I print at this point one of these 
tables as an illustration of the thoroughness and care with 
wbich Mr. Clark investigated the subject. 

CLARK'S TABLE. 
Sample No. 2-Fancy 1.Corsted suiting. 

[1,056 yards, medium quality; weight per square yard, 11.8 ounces; 
threads per inch in warp 45, filling 48 ; grade, dark gray botany No. 
64, at 66 cents; No. 64, at 74 cents; yarn, 1,370 POUl\.ds, 2/20iS.] 

Interest 
Yam. andde- Re

preciar pairs. Rent. Gas, 
etc. 

ti on. 

Material. . . . . • • • . . . . • • • • • • • • • •• . • . • . $908. 20 . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . ....•.. 
Office e~nse. • . . • • • • • • . . • . . • . • • . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • . . $0. 36 $0.18 ~.18 

w~~~use~~~·-~~~::.::::::::::::: :::::::::: .... :: .. ~. :::::~:: """3:i2" .... i:72 
Patterns............................. . ... . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .16 . 06 
Weaving. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12. 36 3. 30 4. 80 4. 94 
Mending ....•.........•.•.•••..••............. -········........ L20 L20 
Finishing and dyeing. . . . . . • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6. 30 1. 08 3. 72 3.12 

Total.......................... 908. 20 4.6. 06 4. 38 13. 36 11. 22 

Power. S~p- Wages. Sala-
plies. rles. 

Material •••••••.•..•....•..••.•••••••...••••.•....•............ -······· 
Office expense. • . • • . • . . . . • • • • . . • . • . • • . . • • • • • . • . f(). 12 $20. 82 $0.12 
Discounts, terms, etc ..•..•••..•....................................... 
Warehouse •••• - • • • • • . • . • . • • • • • • • . • . . . . • • • • • . • . 1. 56 a. 12 21. 68 
Patterns .•...... u • • • • • • • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 72 16. 58 3. 28 
Weaving............................... $4.12 1. 38 86. 40 19. 90 
Mending............................... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 21'. 60 
Finishing and dyeing ••• -····-···...... 6. 48 8.10 30. 48 • 72 

Total. 

$908.20 
21.60 
27.40 
3L20 
20.80 

137.20 
24.00 
60.00 

Total............................ 10. 60 lL 88 179. 00 pro 1, 230. 40 

Cost per yard, 58 inches, $1.165. 
Cost <:II. yarn, $908.20=74 per cent of the cost ot finished goods (cloth). 

Cost per running yard, 58 inches-----------------------.-- $1. 165 Weight per square yard.. ______________________ ouncea__ 11: 8 
Weight per yard, 58 Inches-----------------------do-- 18. 998 

Compensatory duty per running yard at 44 cents per 
pound ------------------------------------cents_ 52. 228 

Protective duty at 55 per cent ad valorem _______ do ___ 64. 075 

Total duty--------------------------------------- $1.16303 
(or practically 100 per cent ad valorem). 

Wages, weaving __________________________ per cent of cost__ 14. 5 
Wages, spinning (12 per cent ot cost ot yarn)-----------do___ 9 

Total wages---------------·---·----:--<lo-- 23. 5 
Total duty should therefore be--

Per cent. 
Protective duty------------------------------------ 23. r; 
Compensatory duty ------------------------------------ 24. 4 

Total dutY------------------------------------------~ 

The table referred to shows a labor cost in the production of 
fancy worsted suiting of 23.5 per cent, and an examination of 
all the tables prepared by .Mr. Clark leads to the conclusion that 
the labor cost of production seldom exceeds 25 per cent of the 
~lue of the cloth itself. The table of wages prepared by Clark 
snows that the wages paid in this country on all classes of em
ployment in the manufacture of yarn and cloth is from 17 to 
125 per cent higher than in England. While I believe that there 
is every reason to think that the average difference in cost of 
production is considerably less than 100 per cent, in order to be 
on the safe side, as a protectionist, I have assumed for the 
purpose of this argument that the labor cost in this country is 
double the labor cost in foreign countries. So that taking the 
labor cost in the production of woolen .cloth in foreign countries 
at 25 per cent of the value of the cloth a protection of 25 per 
cent ad valorem would CO'\"er this difference. It must therefore 
be apparent that the protection afforded by this bill is amply ' 
sufficient, so far as the manufacturer of woolen cloth is con
cerned, and that the pending bill is not only an abandonment by 
our Democratic friends of the policy of free wool, but a betrayal 
as well of the doctrine of tariff for revenue only. 

The present Schedule K of the Payne bill, covering wool and 
manufactures thereof, was written into the tariff law in 1867, 
and has been reenacted substantially in the same form in etery 
Republican tariff measure from that day to this. It was com
piled through the various grades of manufacture, washed and 
scoured wool, yarn and cloth, according to a system of ma the
matically compounded, frenzied high finance, that, piling one 
duty upon another, resulted in a schedule that has, not un
reasonably, I think, been called the "citadel of protection." I 
have no doubt that its provisions were adapted to and warranted 
by the necessities, conditions, and environments of our then 
infant woolen industries. But wonderful changes have taken 
place in the method and cost of production of woolen and 
worsted fabric since that day and generation. The importation 
of foreign labor and the improvement of machinery has greatly 
reduced the labor cost in the finished article. It is claimed 
that the Worsted Trust dominates and controls not alone the 
market for its products, but in a measure the price of raw wool 
to the producer in this country. It is not strange that in the 
application of this schedule to the changed conditions that 
forty-odd years of development have evolved in the manufac
ture of wool cloth that great discrimination between manu
facturers of different kinds of cloth, inequalities between the 
woolgrower and manufacturer, and injustice to the consumer 
have resulted. 

The imposition of a specific duty upon raw wool, tegardless 
of its value or shrinkage in the scouring, and the imposition of 
a high duty upon noils and other by-products of worsted manu
facture and shoddy has resulted in a discrtmfuati.on against the 
manufacturer of woolen cloth, as distinguished from worsted 
cloth, that has kept the woolen industry at a standstill for many 
years. I have no quarrel with the manufacturers of cloth of 
wool. I desire as a protectionist that they should have all the 
protection that the difference in the cost of manufacture war
rants. But such investigation as I have been able to make 
indicates that the operation of Schedule K in later years has 
been detrimental to the deYelopment of the industry engaged in 
the manufacture of cloth of wool as a whole. 

It ought not to occasion great surprise that methods and 
practices have been evolved whereby the provisions of the law 
and the duties imposed upon raw wool have been, in effect at 
least, evaded so that the woolgrower has received the benefits 
of a protection upon his produets not exceeding 6 cents per 
pound, and I believe in many instances less than that. Two 
things have conduced v~ry largely to this result-one is the 
discrimination in the law which admits wa13hed wool of the 
second class at the same specific rate of duty as on grease 
wool of tha.t class, while it imposes double the specific duty on 
washed wool of the first class that it imposes on grease wool 
of that class. The effect of this discrimination and of the 
specific duty on grease wool generally has been to exclude the 
heavier-shrinking wool and induce the importation of light
shrin.king wools, with the ultimate result of very materially 
reducing the actual protection to the woolgrower. The gen
eral arrangement of Schedule K bas also conduced to this 
result by producing a situation which has enabled the buyer 
and manufacturer of wool to in some measure, n.t least, control 
the domestic price to the producer. 

I print at this point the following tables, showing the prices 
of foreign and domestic wool for the last 20 years, by semi
decades, as follows : First, the Boston price of 13 domestic 
wools; second, the average foreign or import price of wool; 

·third, the London price of 6 foreign wools; fourth, the Boston 
price of 6 foreign wools; and, fifth, a recapitulation of the 
averages of the first four tables. 
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TABLE No. 1.-Boston price of domesUc wools. 

1890 1895 1900 1905 1910 

------
Fine Adalne ............................. 22 13 21 32 :tT 
Combing, Ohio half blood ................ 26 18 23 35 29 
Clothing, Ohio half blood •· ............... 22 13 20 31 25 
Clothing, Ohio quarter blood ............. 25 19 24 34 Zl 
Texas, 12 months' average •...•.•••••••.. 25 12 17 25 21 
Georgia and Lake ........................ Zl 19 23 25 26 
Oregon Fine Ea.den staple ••••..•••..•..• 21 13 15 25 21 
Oregon Valley No. 1. .................... 25 13 22 28 22 
Montana. staple .......................... 21 13 18 30 24 
Ida.ho average ............................ 20 12 16 23 18 

~~==ti~~::.::::::::::::::::::::::: 28 18 21 33 32 
18 8 15 25 21 

Ca.I. Spg., 12 months ..................... 25 15 17 26 21 
--

Average ............................ 23 14 19 29 24 

TABLE No. 2.-A.vcrage foreign or import price of wooi. 

Clothing wool............................ ~ 
1

: ~ 
1

: 1

191

: 
Combing wool....................... ..... 23 20 25 25 

----
Average............................ 23 17! 24 24! 

TABLE No. 3.-London price of foreign wools. 

1890 1895 1900 1905 1910 

----
Port Philip ...............••••....•••.•.. 23 17_ 23 ········ ........ Australian cross breed ................... . 20 17 16 . ....... ········ Cape fleece ............................. .. 19 14 19 .......... . ........... 
East India ............................. .. 
South Down ............................ . 

18 15 16 .... 24·· ..... 29. 
24 21 20 

London half hog ........................ . 22 24 16 25 20 
--,_ ------

Average ........................... . 20 18 18 24! 24! 

TABLE No. 4.-Boston price of foreign wools. 

1890 1895 1900 1905 1910 

-------------1---1---------

I indorse the Democratic proposal to go still further in the 
reduction of the schedules of this bill. On the contrary, I 
shall in the future vote for such increases of duty as an inves
tigation of facts and conditions may show to be warranted. 

It is to be regretted that we have not before us a report of 
the Tariff Board upon this schedule, which would make possi
ble a scientific determination of all of the numerous and intri
cate questions which an examination of this schedule suggests. 
I have done what I could to get this information. And in its 
absence it becomes necessary to arrive at some conclusion re
garding the pending bill upon the information which is at hand. 

Upon all of the considerations that I have enumerated I find 
it difficult to vote to retain Schedule K of the Payne bill, with 
all its discriminations,· inequalities, and injustices, which is the 
effect of a vote against the pending bill. If the time ever comes 
when caucuses do not dominate and control the action of a ma-
jority, when we shall have definite and accurate information 
gathered by a tariff board, we may build a wool schedule in 
which well-considered tariffs will be scientifically applied to 
known necessities and conditions and the burden of taxation 
justly and equitably apportioned. But until that times comes 
I intend to do whatever I may to lift from the backs of the 
people the great and unequal burdens of the existing wool 
schedule. [Applause.] 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 20 minutes to the gentle
man from Idaho [Mr. FRENCH]. 

Mr. FRENCH. Mr. Chairman, I have heretofore said in this 
Congress and during the last campaign that I believe that tariff 
modification should follow, the report of the Tariff Board. I 
feel that that position is correct, in view of the fact that the 
Tariff Board will be required by law to make its report not 
later than the 1st of December of this year, and then there will 
undoubtedly be placed before this body such information as will 
enable the Congress to enact a schedule touching our wools and 
woolens that will commend itself not only to the good judgment 
of the Members of this body, but as well to the approval of the 
country at large. I believe that plan to be wiser than the plan 
the Honse seems bent upon now, to refuse to await the report, 
when in all human probability this schedule can not be modified 
until the report shall have been received. I believe the House 
should have the benefit of the valuable information that this 

Adelaide 60's combings.................. 41 23 36 
New Zealand cross breed 36's to {O's...... 42 22 33 
Montevideo quarters................. .... 29 16 28 
English and Irish........................ 36 26 28 
Mohair Turkey average.................. 41 30 36 
Buenos Ayres ................................................... . 

Average .......................... . 36 23 32 

48 
38 
37 
43 
46 
37 

41 

41 report will contain, as well as the Senate. I have just that 
36 faith in the .American people that prompts me to say that they 
~ desire nothing but the square deal, and that they desire a re-
46 duction in the tariff only to the extent that there will be 
34 removed from the tariff the possibility for exorbitant prices to 
39 be charged by those who may be in control of special commodi-

• TA..BLE No. 5.-Recapitulation. 

1890 1895 1900 1905 1910 
- --,_ ----

Average import or foreign price ........... 23 17! 21 24 24! 
Average London price, foreign wools .••.. 20 18 18 24 24! 
Average Boston price, domestic wools .... 23 14 19 29 24 
Average Boston price, foreign wools ••••.. 36 23 32 41 39 

I think that a ·study of these tables will bear out the conclu
sions that I have mentioned. These tables show a difference 
of approximately 3 cents per pound between the Boston price 
of the domestic wool and the London price of foreign wool, 
but it is probable that this does not measure the whole differ
ence, o far as the domestic producer ls concerned by reason of 
a ch aper rate of water transportation of foreign wool than 
can be obtained by the domestic producer for railroad trans
port:'l tion. But to me the significance of the situation shown 
by these tables is to be found in the very much higher price of 
foreign wools upon the Boston market in comparison with the 
price of domestic wool upon that market. This situation 
points, it seems to me, directly to the conclusion that the manu
facturer has been importing a high grade shrinking wool, that 
the woolgrower has not been very greatly advantaged by the 
supposed duty of 11 cents a pound on grease wool, and that 
the domestic price is very largely controlled by the user of wool 
for manufacture. 

The consumer, however, has been the chief sufferer from these 
discriminations, for upon him necessarily falls the entire burden. 

In conclusion, let me say that I do not consider the pending 
bill a.· perfect one, and it is to be regretted that Democratic 
caucus action will probably prevent the passage of any amend
ments looking toward an approximation of that perfection. It 
is to be regretted that it will probably not be possible to elimi
nate from the bill the iniquitous clause "in whole or in part 
of wool " and other provisions which the science of the present 
day make possible of elimination. Nor must it be inferred that 

ties when any kind of competition within this country would 
warrant a lower price. 

MODIFICATION OF WOOL SCHEDULE. 

I have no patience with those who urge that we "stand pat" 
on Schedule K and refuse to recognize errors, however glaring, 
and I say to those Republicans who feel this way that they are 
following a most shortsighted policy and are contributing to 
their own retribution. It is the \ wise course to place every 
schedule on a basis that will command the respect of the people 
of our country. 

For my part I do not defend Schedule K. Repeatedly durin~ 
the last two years have I called attention to the inequalities 
that exist in that schedule, and repeatedly have I urged that 
that ~chedule should be modified at the very earliest practicable 
date by our Congress. I do not propose in what I shall say 
to go into great detail in pointing out inequalities that exist 
in that schedule. I believe that the schedule, as pertains to 
the manufacture of worsteds especially, is unreasonable, be
cnuse, in the first place, the compensating duty that is given 
to the manufacturer is far in excess of what it ought to be, 
as I think a few words will illustrate. 

Under the present law we place a duty of 11 cents per pound 
upon wool in the grease. We then give a compens~ting duty
to refer to one paragraph of the law-of 44 cents per pound 
upon all classes of goods that will require, theoretically, 4 
pounds of raw wool to make. If 4 pounds of wool were ac
tually used in the manufacture of a pound of cloth of this 
character, the compensating duty would be just and uniform; 
but such is not the case. It is a fact that needs no amplifica
tion upon my part that in many instances instead of the best 
of 4 pounds of wool being used for the manufacture of a pound 
of cloth that is protected on the basis of 4 pounds of wool to 
a pound of cloth only 3 pounds, 2! pounds, or 2 pounds, or everi 
less, are used. Manifestly the manufacturer is given an un
reasonable advantage by reason of this inequality in the prac
tical working out of the compensatory duty that he is entitled 
to under our tariff system. I could use the same illustration 
with respect to the different classes of manufactured goods 
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but it is· not necessary. I could go on further and point out that, upon by reason of unjust conditions until it finally shall 
in addition to this, the manufacturer has the use of the sur- demand relief. I believe we are now dangerously near that 
plus that does not enter into the pound of cloth; and this he condition in this country. 
uses for the manufacture of some other piece of woolen goods; There were those interested not only in woolgrowing, but in 
or if he has discarded the poorer parts that are classified as the manufacturing of woolens, two yea.rs ago, who urged that 
noils, he can use this in places where a cheaper class of wool reasonable concessions be made in the woolen schedules. There 
will suffice. were others, and they seemed to be able to dominate the situa-

I am frank to say that I beliern that the manufacturer is en- tion, who would listen to nothing less than the most extreme 
titled to a compensatory duty. I do not believe that he should bill that could possibly be framed. Their folly has well nigh 
be required to pay a higher price for his wool in the United pulled down the pillars of their temple, and now, before public 
States by reason of a tariff if he shall not be granted at the sentiment shall have finally demanded such extreme legislation 
same time the benefit of a compensatory duty on his manu- as will complete their utter ruin, let them join in an earnest 
factured goods that will equal the duty that is afforded the manner with the great body of people of our country and help 
grower of wool. Again, the manufacturer is given, as I be- to frame at the earliest moment such a law touching wools and 
lleve, and as I believe many manufacturers a.re willing to ad- woolens as will commend itself to the honest judgment of the 
mit, a higher specific duty than that which represents the cost American people. 
of production in the United States and in foreign c01II1tries. THE PENDING BILL. 

To the extent that this duty is in excess of the difference of The bill that is before us for consideration, I am sorry to 
cost of production in our country and in foreign countries, it say, it. is i:ot possible to am~d ~Y taking fr~m or by adding to. 
should be scaled down so that no greater difference shall be The bill m the form that it 18 drawn will undoubtedly be 
represented, and so that at the very moment that the consumer i.e passed by the majority in this House. The? have tied them
is asked to pay a price for any c-0mmodity in excess of the selves hand. and foot by a caucus rule which prevents them 
cost of producing that commodity in the United States he will from accepting any amendment, however reasonable, howeyer 
be immediately met by a competing commodity. much it may add to the merit of the bill. That fact, however, 

TARIFF COMMISSION. 

I said a little while ago that I have felt that tariff modifi
cation should follow along the lines of the finding of the Tariff 
Board. I am a firm believer in the maintenance by this coun
try of a tariff commission that may be regarded as a permanent 
institution, and that will be required to furnish to Congress 
such facts touching the cost of production of all competing 
goods in the United States and in foreign countries. The need 
for such a commission is apparent now as never before, and the 
need for this commission bas developed with the rapidity that 
those interested in various productive lines have concentrated 
their wealth and have eliminated the element of competition. 
At a time when competition was the great adjuster of trade 
conditions we had no need for a tariff board. At a time when 
in all the various lines of manufacture-for I take it that pro
duction upon the farm can not be concentrated under one con
trol-at a time, I say, when in the production of manufactured 
commodities competition was playing so keen a part that each 
producer was seeking to invade the territory of his rival, not 
only in the selling of his goods at the lowest price possible, but 
in the making of his goods in the best workmanlike manner 
possible, there was no need for a tariff board. 

But in the economic evolution that has been going -0n during 
the past comparatively few years more and more organizations 
ha 1e been perfected in the various lines of production and dis
tribution, organizations which now have reached the point that 
they can dominate not only the prices at which commodities 
shall be sold or services shall be rendered, but dominate as 
well the prices that shall be paid to the farmer in the purchase 
of raw materials and to the laborer for his work. 

Hence I say that if prior to recent years there was no neces
sity for a Tariff Board in the history· of our country, the very 
change that has been brought about in the economic conditions 
that have attended our people for the last score years has 
brought with it the necessity for such a board. Under the old 
system if a tariff wa·s too high the great and inviolable law 
of competition guaranteed the square deal to the consumer 
upon the one hand and to the producer of raw materials upon 
the other. With the elimination of that law, unless the Gov
ernment shall see to it that the protection afforded any in
dustry does not exceed the difference in the cost of production 
in foreign countries and at home, the capital invested in that 
industry will have it in its power through organization to domi
nate the market, to fix the price of the raw materials and of 
the manufactured product, and to receive as so much "velvet" 
for its pains in organizing that which the consumer may be 
required to pay in excess of the difference in cost of production 
in our country and in foreign lands. 

SCHEDtiLE K. 

As regards Schedule K, I believe that not only the highest 
good of the people generally demands a speedy modification of 
that schedule, but I believe that the highest good of every 
grower of wool and of every manufacturer demands that at 
the very earliest possible time the schedule may be shaped 
along such lines as will commend itself to the confidence of the 
American people, upon the principle that reasonable and fair 
returns upon an investment that may be counted upon to con-

. tinue over a long period of years are far more satisfactory 
than great returns upon an industry that may be brought to 
ruin as a result of public <>pinion that shall have been wrought 

will not prevent me from calling attention to one or two 
features of the bill that the State that I have the honor to 
represent has vital interest in. 

IDAHO'S INTEREST IN WOOL SCHEDULE. 

Mine is a State that produces the raw material. It is an agri
cultural State. Idaho last year produced wool to such an ex
tent as gave her the rank of third among the States of the 
Union. The producers of wool in my State are kindred to the 
producers of wool throughout the United States, and the total 
number of woolgrowers, in a small and a large way, through
out the United States aggregates between three-quarters of a 
million and a million people. These are directly interested in 
the industry. There are, in addition to this, millions of people 
who have an indirect interest that can not be overlooked. The 
future of this great industry in our country may depend upon 
the action that shall be taken by the present Congress in con
nection with this bill. There has not been the sentiment 
throughout the country that the woolgrower is responsible for 
the inequalities in Schedule K. 

You must look some place else to find the" Jonah." It may be 
that the protection accorded to the woolgrower is too high, it 
may be that it is too low. I have felt that we should be gov
erned in this in very large degree by the report that will be 
made not later than next December on the cost of growing wool 
within the United States and in foreign countries. 

For my own benefit, I have made something of an examination 
of this question, and I find some very interesting figures in con
nection with the cost of production of wool in this country and 
in foreign countries. In my State, for instance, the time has 
passed when we had large and unlimited areas of land upon 
which sheep might be grazed. The time has passed when there 
was little or no competition, and the time has come when there 
is great competition to see who shall control, either by ownership 
or by lease, every available acre upon which sheep may be 
grown. In my State sheep herders can be employed only by 
paying them from $35 to $50 per month; and last year probably 
the largest stock company in my State paid as high as $70 per 
month for this class of labor. In addition to this, these men 
have to be kept, and this requires a cost of from $12.50 to $16 
each per month. In this connection touching the matter of ex
pense I invite attention to the testimony oi :tilr. F. J. Ha.genbarth 
and l\Ir. A. J. Knollin, of Idaho, given before the Senate Finance 
Committee on the 19th and 22d of last month. More than this, 
the time has passed when not only good business instinct but 
humanitarianism demands that the sheep shall not be compelJed 
to take a chance on living through the winter on the range, but 
hay must be provided, and the hay at probably a fair average 
per sheep would cost something like 20 cents each for the season. 
Our lands that are leased from the Government from the forest 
reserves require a rental 'of something like from 7 to 9 cents 
per ac:re, and besides this large sums must be e~pe!!ded in valu
able lands and for necessary improvements. 

CO!IDITIONS IN FOBEIGN COUNTRIES. 

Now, let us compare the conditions that I ha1e suggested 
with the conditions in other countries that compete with us. 
In Great Britain, in the counties of Kent and Surrey, accord
ing to the report of the American consul submitted last year, 
sheep herders can be employed at a cost of $5.34 per week, 
and the sheep herders are required to " keep" themsel1es . 
They may be employed for $4.86 per week and' be furnished 
cottages and little plots of ground for garden purposes. In 

I• 
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another part of the United Kingdom I found that foremen were. 
empJoyed by the year at from $121.66 to $146 and " keep.'' 
The wages of horsemen and other farm hands was far below 
this. In Australia a report that I ha'\'e and th;.i.t was made by 
our consul general at Sydney, at the time the Payne law was 
being considered, tells us that the wages of sheep "drivers" is 
$5 per week, including boa.rd, and o·f the more experienced men 
from $7.50 to $10 per week, including "keep." Not only that, 
but the difference in wages between Australia and the United 
States does not represent the difference in cost of pr.oduction of 
wool. In the United States a sheep herder, for instance, will 
be required to take care of something like 1,700 head of sheep. 
He will be given a camp tender, and the expenses of them both 
will need to be charged against a flock of sheep of this size. 
In Australia I am advised that they do not have herders in 
the sense that we have herders, but they have what they call 
their "riders," and with the large range and ample fencing 
one rider is able to care for and supervise not less than 2,000 
head of sheep, as in this country, but many thousands of sheep, 
and he is paid for his labor a compensation that is something 
like one-half of that which is paid in my own State. The win
ters there are open and the sheep may run at large upon the 
range during a season that is mo~ expensive to the American 
sheep grower. In addition to this, instead of being required 
to pay from 7 to 9 cents per acre for grazing purposes, the own
ers of the herds may lease hundreds of thousands of acres at 
2 cents per acre, or, in other words, for somet~ing like 25 per 
cent of the cost of leasing our land for similar purposes, and 
the land that the sheep growers own is of small value in com
parison with the land in the United States. 

In South America conditions are even worse, and the wages 
paid something like one-third of the wages paid within the 
United States. In Europe, in Asia, and in Africa conditions 
are infinitely worse, and I hesitate to say that in some places 
· she!:!p herders are paid as low as 25 and 50 cents per week 
in addition to their " keep " for services for which we pay 
$10. to $15 per week and board. 

I do not mention these figures and conditions with any idea 
of finality. I do mention them to call attention to the im
portant fact that there is a difference in cost of production at 
home over the cost of production in foreign countries. I do not 
believe that the American people expect the growers of sheep 
and the producers of wool to emplQY peasant methods of caring 
for their flocks and compensating their workmen, and I do 
believe that right here is the great opportunity for the Tariff 
Board to point out the difference between the cost of produc
tion in foreign countries and at home. I would not have you 
understand that I believe that the measure of cost of produc
tion is entirely a question of wages. I was much interested 
1n the address of Representative REDFIELD, of New York, the 
other day, and I was much impressed by what he said with 
respect to the greater efficiency of American labor over the 
underpaid and underfed labor of foreign countries. At the 
same time it can not be overlooked that the difference in this 
cost of labor does represent a factor of great importance and 
one that we can not fail to take cognizance of in the considera
tion of this important question. 

The schedule that is proposed in the bill that has been re
ported by Mr. UNDERWOOD furnishes practically no protection 
to growers of wool. For instance, a 20 per cent ad valorem 
duty gives an apparent protection to our growers of something 
like 4. or 5 cents per pound. Just at this time it would not be 
so much. It costs the grower of wool in Australia 11 to li 
cents per pound to ship his wool by steamer from Sydney to 
Boston, and it costs him but li to li cents per pound if he ships 
it by sailing ve ·sels . . 

The woolgrower of South America can ship his wool to these 
same markets from his ports for three-eighths of a cent per 
pound. It costs the woolgrower of Idaho from li to 2! cents 
per pound to ship his wool to the Philadelphia, New York, or 
Boston market. But Australian and South American wool 
shrinks but little more than half as much as Idaho wool 
shrinks, and while it requires 3 pounds of our wool to make a 
pound of scoured wool it requires only a little more than 11 
pounds of Australian or South American wool to make the 
same quantity. .As a matter of fact, then, the freight rates on 
Australian or South American wool are from t to 2! cents per 
pound on the basis of scoured wool, while to reach the 'Same 
market the scoured wool of Idaho must pay 6 cents per pound. 
In other words, although the Idaho woolgrower under the pro
posed bill will have in his favor a duty of, say, 5 cents per 
pound, he i required to turn a large part of it over imme
diately to the railroad company, in order that he may have his 
wool hauled to the same market 1n which the wool of lils 
Australian or South American competitor is offered for sale .. 

Even under the present tariff law the manufacturer has had 
an unfair advantage over the grower of wool, as I intimated a 
little while ago, because of his ability to buy wool in the grease 
in foreign countries, whose shrinkage is half or less than half 
the shrinkage of the wool of the American producer. If under 
the present law wool is washed or scoured it is required to pay 
twice the duty that would be asked if it were not washed, and 
three times the duty if scoured, over what it wonld pay if in 
the grease. The woolen manufacturer has been able to bring 
in wool from foreign countries the shrinkage of which has been 
as low as 12 and 15 per cent, and from this up to 50 per cent, 
with little above that figure, while the shrinkage of the wool of 
Idaho, for instance, is something like 67 per cent. 

With the skirting clause inserted in the Payne law, large 
quantities of wool have been imported on the skin, with the 
skirt of the fleece removed, or, in other words, the very part of 
the fleece that was filled with dirt removed and not required to 
be used in bringing down the average quality of the wool as 
against our domestic growers. 

Suppose the shrinkage on foreign wool were as great as 33! 
per cent, with the apparent duty of 11 cents per pound upon 
wool in the grease, the manufacturer would be enabled to im
port wool to such an extent as would bring down the actual pro
tection to our wool producer, under the present law, as low as 
5! cents per pound. However, as I said, some of the wool goes 
even beyond that and the duty is but a few cents. 

SCOURED WOOL THE, TRUE BASIS. 

I believe that the true basis for the tariff upon wool should 
be figured upon scoured wool. Here is a weakhess in the Payne 
law, and in the Underwood bill as well, and I propose at the 
proper time to offer an amendment on this head. Scoured wool 
would furnish a basis that would be fair and equitable to the 
woolgrower, fair and equitable to the woolen and worsted manu
facturers. It would be absurd to talk about a bushel of wheat 
that to one person would weigh out 15 pounds, to another one 
30 pounds, and to another one 60 pounds ; and yet, using wool 
in the grease as the unit or basis for our tariff schedules we 
are committing as great an absurdity, because wool in the grease 
may mean wool that contains so much dirt that its shrinkage 
will be even more than 67 per cent, as it is in my State, or it 
may be less than 15 per cent, as some of the wool that is sold in 
the market. . 

A wool buyer may go to my State and pay one price for his 
wool. He may go to the State of Oregon, where possibly differ
ent conditions prevail, and he may pay another price for his 
wool. The wool will be shipped to the scouring plant, and when 
it shall have been scoured it will be found that because of the 
different shrinkage of the two classes of wool that the wool 
bought has been purchased, as a matter of fact, at the same 
price. 

It will be urged that this method of placing a duty upon wool 
C'an not be sustained because of the difficulty in reducing all 
wool to the basis of scoured wool. In answer to that I would 
say that there is not the slightest merit in this contention. Any 
purchaser of wool who has enough experience and ability to be 
intrusted by any woolen concern interested in the purchase or 
the sale of wool knows how to reduce wool to the equivalent of 
a scoured basis upon the most superficiaJ. examination of the 
wool that is brought before him for him to purchase. 

For instance, wool buyers will visit a warehouse in my State, 
they will take several samples of wool, they will separately 
and apart offer bids upon the wool based upon a certain shrink
age, and they will not miss the same percentage of shrinkage 
by more than one-half of 1 per cent as the usual thing. If this 
can be done by men in the rough and tumble of life in the buy
ing of wool, surely as accurate work could be done by the em
ployees of the Government at the customhouses; and any manu
facturer of wool whose buyers do not reduce the wool which 
they buy to the equivalent of scoured wool and do not know 
how to so reduce it is doing business upon a most dangerous 
basis, and bankruptcy for him would seem to be a matter of 
the merest chance. The true basis to be used upon which to 
rest protection for the wool industry is the basis of scoured 
wool. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, may I interrupt 
the -gentleman there for a moment? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FRENCH. Yes. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. · That can be done in a mere 

washtub. 
Mr. FRENCH. It can be done with the very same means 

that has been indicated-any means of that kind. The wool 
buyers, as I have said, will go to the warehouse in the gentle
man's State, pick out a few bunches of _wool here and there 
from that which is offered for sale, and the di!ferent buyers, 
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ea.ch one of them separately, will prepare the bids that they will 
offer upon it, and will come to practically the same bid, because 
they are abl.e to figure out within the fraction of less than 1 per 
cent the exact amount of scoured wool that will be offered for 
~~ . 

l\fr. RUCKER of Colorado. Is that not true in all the sales 
in the western country? You will find a man so expert in even 
the feeling of the wool as to be able to determine what it will 
amount to in the washed state, although it is in the grease 
state. 

Mr. FRE:NCH. Absolutely; and hence I say it ought to be 
a comparatively easy thing, if this can be done in the rough 
and ready way in that part of the western country, for our 
Government to employ experts who will be able to tell imme
dia tely on slight examination exactly how much scoured wool 
there is in any cargo that may be landed in any part of the 
country. 

The woolgrower now has an apparent protection of 11 cents 
per pound on wool, .but with light-shrinking wool imported the 
actual protection is less than that amount. An equivalent of 
11 cents per pound on wool in the grease, as it now is, would 
be 33 cents per pound on scoured wool. I would suggest a 
fiat duty of 30 cents, or possibly 25 cents, on scoured wool as 
a basis, and then require all wools imported to be reduced to 
that basis. I propose at the proper time to introduce an 
amendment on this heal!. This would constitute a rate on 
scoured wool less than the present rate, and would establish 
the right balance that ought to exist between the woolgrower 
and the manufacturer. It would eliminate entirely the duty 
of 11 cents per pound on wool in the grease and the duty of 22 
cents per pound on washed wool, under which there has been 
sa much of juggling by the importer, and in its place there 
would be established a basis that would be fair to all alike and 
easily understood. 

AD VAL-OREM V. SPECIFIC DUTIES. 

I do not believe that the ad valorem basis is the best revenue 
basis from the standpoint of protection or from the standpQint 
of revenue as regards raw wool. Here is another weakness of 
the pending bill : From the standpoint of protection the ad 
Talorem basis utterly fails, for it places the highest duty on 
foreign wool when it is the highest and the lowest duty when 
it is the lowest. 

It applies the law that has been stated in these words: "To 
him that hath shall be given, and from him that hath not shall 
be taken even that which he hath." In other words, the v:ery 
years in which the world's supply is excessive and when the 
wool is offered on the market at a low price, the very years 
when our woolgrowers need protection, those years we have 
the minimum of protection under the ad valorem system. The 
years that wool is scarce and when the price is high the ad 
valorem system puts the price still higher, because the duty 
must increase as the price increases. · 

I do not believe the ad valorem system meets a better test 
from the revenue point of view. A given amount of wool 
might yield in one year upon the ad valorem basis $10,000,000 
in revenue, while another year the same wool might not yield 
one-third that amount of revenue by reason of the low price of 
wool. 

Again, I am opposed to the ad valorem basis, for it will mean 
that the cheapest kinds of wool will be brought into this coun
try and sold to the American consumer in the clothes he buys. 
Under the specific basis our buyers would select the best. 
Under the ad valorem basis the best will be left abroad and 
the cheaper wool will be brought to this counh·y, for if the 
better were brought the price would be compounded, for the 
simple reason that the wool is better and has a higher value in 
the market. 

On the manufactured products probably a combination of ad 
valorem and specific duties should be established-the specific 
to meet the compensatory duties on the raw material and the 
ad valorem to meet the difference in cost of poduction of the 
manufactured products in foreign countries and in our own. 

I believe in tariff modification and not tariff agitation, ,v.nd 
in conclusion, and with the end in view of doing away with 
tariff agitation, I am going to urge the members of my own 
party in this Chamber to listen no longer to those who urge 
the sacredness of Schedule K, but to assist in bringing about 
at the earliest practicable moment modifications along those 
lines that experience has demonstrated are imperative. Then, 
and then only, will ypu have acquitted yourselves so as to 
bring to you the approval of your constituents. And then you 
will have aided in placing this great business upon a basis 
that will be firm and stable, because its foundations will be 
grounded in absolute justice. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentlema:a from 
Ohio [Mr.- 'BULKLEY]. 

Mr. BULKLEY. Mr. Chairman, the pending bill to reduce the 
duties on wool and manufactures of wool will receive practically 
a unanimous vote on the Democratic side of this Chamber, and 
will be supported by at least a few members on the Republican 
side. The situation from the point of view of the Democratic 
Party is a very gratifying one. It is, I believe, to the credit of 
the Democratic membership of this body that we have been able 
to agree with practical unanimity on the· course to be pursued 
in the revision of Schedule K, and, Mr. Chairman, it is no less 
to the credit of the Democratic membership that there have 
been honest and frank differences of opinion among the Demo
crats. It is a sign of the freedom of thought within our party, 
and at the same time a sign of the party's fitness to administer 
the affairs of our Government, that we can think differently 
and by somewhat conflicting processes of reasoning, and yet, 
making concessions respecting details, reach a substantial 
agreement upon the important things which we have been sent 
here to accomplish. 

The pending bill seems to me an exact and literal fulfillment 
of the Democratic platform adopted at Denver in 1908, so far 
as Schedule K is concerned. And I state this opinion with all 
deference and respect to those good Democrats who interpret 
the platform somewhat differently and sincerely believe that the 
party was pledged to free wool and to a more radical cut in 
the rates on the manufactures of wool. · 

The Democratic platform of 1908 specified that pulp, print 
paper, lumber, timber, and logs should be placed upon the free 
list. No other article was specified in this connection. It was 
declared that-

Material reductions should be made in the tariff upon the necessities 
of life, especially upon articlea competing with such American manu
factures as are sold abroad more cheaply than at home, and graduated 
reductions should be made in such other schedules as may be necessary 
to restore the tariff to a revenue basis. 

Wool and woolens must be considered necessities of life, and 
therefore the platform calls for a material reduction. There 
can be no doubt that the reduction herein proposed is material. 
The latter part of the sentence I have quoted from the plat
form, calling for graduated reductions, Eeems to me to carry a 
promise of conservatism in dealing with the tariff, a promise 
upon which the people of the country had a right to rely. 
l!any of us who are free traders in the abstnct would not for 
a moment advocate free trade as a practical working proposi
tion to-day. Nor would we venture a prediction as to when, if 
ever, it may be a practical issue. Many of us who believe that 
a tariff should be levied no higher than the highest revenue 
producing point must concede that an immediate reduction to 
such a point might in some cases be so radical as to create 
undue disturbance of busineEs and inflict unnecessm-y hardships. 
We must not, if we would retain the confidence of the people, 
overreach ourselves and overdo our program. We must not go 
beyond the promises of our platform. 

Whether or not it was intended to do so, the pending bill car
ries a certain amount of protection ; and I see no harm in being 
perfectly frank to say so. I shall be equally frank in saying that 
I favor it. Let me not be understood to indorse the principle 
of protection as advocated by the Republican Party. If we had 
the power to write a retroactive tariff, going back for 40 years, 
if we could do over again what has been done in the past 4-0 
years, I believe we could develop an economic structure more 
just and sound than has been developed under Republican rule. 
But that we can not do. What we can do is to make the best 
of the situation as it exists, and set our faces in the right 
direction for the future. 

However unsound economically a given rate of duty may be, 
however unsound economically may be the business grown upon 
that unsound basis, we must take care in tearing down lest we 
do more harm ·than good. We may justly denounce a tariff as 
a robber tariff, and yet it does not follow that all who have 
established in business under a robber tariff are themselves 
robbers. It is probably true that a false economic system can 
not be remedied without some damage to some individuals at 
some time. I hope we may have the courage to face this situa
tion squarely, and not to flinch because someone is getting hurt 
a little by a reasonable tariff revision. .But, on the other hand, 
let us be spared from doing any unnecessary damage; let us 
proceed with the caution which our platform pledges us to 
observe. 

When I say that I believe our platform is conservatiYe I do 
not use the word in contradistinction to progressive. The Demo
cratic Party is essentially progressive, and there is no place in 
it for reactionaries or standpatters. The Democratic Party, 
as I understand it from reading the Democratic platform, is 
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conservative a.a distinguished from radical. It ig conservative 
in the sense that the spirit of the American people is conserva
tive, and, at the same time~ progressive as the American people 
are progressive. In short, it is in tune with the spirit and de
sires of the whole people, as the elections of la.st autumn bore 
witness. And I believe if we continue in conservative progress 
along the lines we have already commenced a greater victory 
a.waits us in 1912. 

It has been said that the duties proposed in this bill are nec
essary to maintain the revenues of the GoYernment and I do 
not question the sincerity o! those Democrats who 'think tha:t 
this is true. For myself, however, I do not. care to place my 
vote on that ground. I see no reason to- question the substantial 
.accuracy of the prediction made by the minority of the Ways 
nnd Means Committee that the surplus in the National Treasury 
of ordinary receipts over- ordinary expenditures for the year 
ending on the last day of this month will be more than $36 -
000,000; in fact, I believe that estimate is conservative. Sched
ule K, which ~rodnced a :revenue of about $42,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1910, will fall several millions short 
of that amount during the present fiscal year. And I believe 
that the surplus of ordinary receipts over ordinary expendi
tures during this fiscal year will exceed the total amount 
of reyenue from Schedule K; in other words, we could dis
regard all revenue from Schednle K during the current year 
and still show a surplus from the ordinary operations of the 
Government. Should the Government receipts continue at the 
present rate, the problem will be rather to reduce them than 
to maintain them. Some loss in revenue there will doubtless be 
if the Canadian reciprocity and the "free-list,,. bills become law 
and the amount of such loss is necessarily somewhat uncertai~ 
now. If these measures should reduce the revenues by 
$15,000,000-and the reduction will probably not be greater than 
that-a large surplus will still remain. 

Mr. Chairman, I have endeavored to show my own reasons 
for supporting this bill. It is sufficient for me that it is a ful
fillment of the Democratic platform. I am glad that all my 
Democratic brethren are going to vote together on this measure 
even though some of them may like the bill because it carrieS 
some protection, others may favor it because they beliern it a 
revenue necessity, and still others may make some conces
sions in their views and vote for the bill because it is a party 
measure. 

The speeches made in opposition to our party action on this 
schedule seem· rather to emphasize the wisdom of our course. 
We ham been criticized for acting together, and we have been 
criticized for thinking independently and disagreeing about the 
exact extent to which the reduction in this schedule should be 
carried. We haTe been criticized because the proposed cut is 
said to be too great, and we have been criticized for not making 
a greater cut. I have come to the conclusion that the greatest 
trouble with the bill from the Republican point of view is that 
it is too nearly right. 

I have listened with particular interest to the remarks of the 
Ohio member of the Ways and Means Committee, who signed 
the report of the minority of that committee. I was, especially 
interested to hear him say that he was concern.eel not only 
with the interests of his own distl'ict, but with the inte1·ests 
of the entire State. I was interested because I, too, have at 
heart the interests of the State of Ohio and have given solll€ 
thought to the effect which the proposed legislation might have 
upon the State .. 

The minority report on the pending bill contains a criticism of 
the majority members of the committee for their alleged lack 
of care and study in preparation of the bill, and my distin
guished colleague [Mr. LoNGWOBTH] who signed that report 
emphasized that criticism in his remarks and further criticized 
the report of the .niajority members of his committee as being 
based on insufficient authority, saying: 

I have reason to know from information acqu:I:red from this report 
that its authors have no facts based on in!ormo.tlon more recent than 
that of 50 years ago. 

What led him to think that they did not have the informa
tion contained in the hearings before the Payne committee he 
did not say, but later in his remarks he did say: 

It has been as difficult to extract any information, any mrtborJ
tative, up-to-date, modern information from any speech or any pre
sentation of this subject made by any gentleman of the Ways and 
Means Committee as it is from the report. 

Having been thus generous in his criticism of the Democratic 
position, he could reasonably have been expected in the course 
·of his remarks to present us with at least a little authoritative 
up-to-date, and modern information. I listened attentively t~ 
secure it, and I have since carefully studied his remarks as they 
appeared in the RECORD. Being particularly interested in the 
effect of this bill upon the State of Ohio, I turn first to such 

up-to-date information as I can ftnct in the gentleman's remarks 
upon that subject: 
. I cnn not forget that whfle my district is mostly in the city of Cin· 

cmnati, it is also in the State of Ohio. I can not forget that while 
there are very few farmers in my district, there are thousands upon 
thousands jn the State of Ohio, and that they are there as they arc 
everywhere else. the ba.cltbone and sinew ot the community. I am not 
wlllmg to ask for reasonable protection for an industry in m7 district 
and deny to the farmers in 'Ohio outside of my district reasonable pro
tection on their most important product. 
~ ti;ieir most impo;tant product! As an example of nu.i 

thor1tative, up-to-date information the gentleman tells us that 
wool is the most important product of the Ohio farmer. 

The information to which I shall refer is no more up to date 
than the Statistical Abstract of the United States for the year 
1910, but I believe it will be sufficient to refute that statement. 
The total amount of wool, washed and unw::i.shed produced in 
Ohio in 1910 is given as 17,000,000 pounds, which yielded some
thing over 8,000,000 pounds of scomed wool, having a total 
value on October 1, 1010, of $4,554,550. 

Surely the Ohio farmer is in sore straits if this is hls most 
important product- But I find some encouragement respecting 
the farming situation in Ohio on other pages of the Statirtical 
Abstract- For example, I find that the Ohio farmer in 1!)10 
produced 144,000,000 !11~!!~a of corn, which, at 49 cents a 
bushel, had a value cf over $70,000,000. In that year Ohio 
produced nearly 4,000,000 tons of hay, having a farm Ta.lue of 
Qver $49,000,000; 31,500,000 bushels of wheat, valued at 
$28,000,000; 15,000,000 bushels of potatoes, valued at $7,600,000; 
75,000,000 pounds of tobacco, -rnlued at $6,400,000. As to eggs, 
I have not found the figures for 1910, but I presume I shaU do 
no violence to the argument if I show the number of eggs pro
duced in 1900, as there is no doubt that the production in 1910 
would be greater. In 1900 Ohio produced some 91,000,000 
dozens of eggs, which, at the prices prevailing in 1910, would 
have sold for more than $21,000,000, or about four and one-hall 
times the value of the scoured wool produced in the State in 
that year. 

I quote again from the distinguished gentlema.n~s remarks: 
The sheep-raising industry is practically the farming industry of 

Ohio. Practically every farm in tbe State has sheep, and the profits 
of that farm at the end of the year are made up largely in the ma
jortty of cases, of the resnlt of the sale of' the wool of those sheep; 
the wool, mind you, not the mutton. It is the wool that makes the 
Ohio farmer prosperous. If you have a reasonable duty on wool the 
Ohio farmer is prosperous. ' 

Mr. Chairman, the investment in farm property in Ohio, in
cluding land, improvements, buildings, implements, machinery 
and live stock, in the year 1900, as given in the Sta.tisticai 
Abstract, was nearly $1,200,000,000. I believe it is not Jess than 
that amount, certainly not substantially less, to-day. N(}W the 
total value of all the wool produced in the State in 1910, after 
it had been scoured, was about $4,500,000. Had it cost abso
lutely nothing to produce this wool, had it cost nothing to teed 
shelter, and tend the sheep, had it cost nothing to shear the~ 
and to scour 17,000,000 .Pounds of wool, had this whole 
$4,500,000 been net clear profit, without a penny of expen e or 
cost, ft would amount to less than two-fifths of 1 per cent of 
the money invested in farm property in the State. But as the 
gentleman tells us that the cost of producing wool is so grent 
that the farm.er will be unable to continue in the business if 
his protection is reduced, as he tells us that woolgrowing is 
done on a very close margin, a precariously close margin, it 
must follow that only a small part of the $4,500,000 production 
represents profit to the farmer, and I leave it to the distin
guished gentleman from Cincinnati to ten us just what in
finitesimal fraction of 1 per cent the Ohio farmer's profit on 
wool bears to his total investment. Can the gentleman look 
these figures in the face and ten us that the sheep-raising in
dustry is practically the farming industry of Ohio? Can Ile 
tell us that the profits of the farm are mnde up largely of the 
result of the sale of the wool-" the wool, mind you, not the 
mutton"? 

When I recall that the sponsor for this extra.ordinary state
ment is none other than the a.nthor of tne Tarifr Com.mis ion 
biR, that he is literally thirsting for information which he be
lieves no one but a tariff commission can collect, I wonder 
whether he and his col1eagues on the Republican side who are 
so concerned about Ohio's wool production will make as intelli
gent use of the in.formation to be- gathered by the Tariff Board 
as they are making of the information already laid before them 
by the Department of Commerce and Labor. 

To return to the question . of the probable effect of the pro
posed law on the farmers of Ohio, let us endeavor to make an 
estimate in dollars and cents of what the loss to them is likely 
to be by reason of this law. In as much as the present price of 
wool in Ohio is approximately the same as the present price in 
London, it is difficult for me to see that the Ohio farmer can 
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lose anything. But as it is argued that the agitation attendant 
upon the reduction of the schedule has already resulted in a 
lower price of wool, let us concede for the sake of argument 
that there will be a drop in the price of wool in Ohio exactly 
commensurate with the reduction in duty. I will say in passing 
that if we are really interested in maintaining prices for the Ohio 
woolgrowers, we would do well to inquire into the charges that 
there is some understanding among wool buyers affecting the 
prices to be paid for wool. But that question is not under dis
cussion now, and we are now to assume that the price of wool in 
Ohio will go down to the full extent-of the tariff reduction. 

A dollar's worth of wool imported during the fiscal year 1910 
paid under the Payne law an average duty of 44.31 per cent. 
Let us assume then that an amount of wool which would sell in 
England or elsewhere for the equivalent of $1 would sell in 
Ohio for $1.45. It is proposed in the pending bill to substitute a 
20 per cent straight ad valorem duty for the duty levied under 
existing law, which has resulted in an ad valorem equivalent of 
about 45 per cent. Therefore, we are to assume that the amount 
of wool which has heretofore sold for $1.45 will now sell for 
$1.20, a reduction of about 17 per cent. If we apply a 17 per 
cent reduction to the value of the wool production in Ohio we 
will know the worst. We will then know the total loss which 
Ohio woolgrowers will theoretically be called upon to sustain. 
Practically it is not likely that they will lose anything like so 
much. Applying then the assumed percentage of reduction to 
the total value of wool produced in Ohio in 1910, we find that 
had the pending bill been law in that year, and had it had the 
greatest effect on prices which it possibly could have, and which 
it probably ne\er will have, the Ohio crop in 1910 would have 
been worth $775,000 less than the price which it actually 
brought. 

This is the grand total of the possible theoretical calamity 
which could befall the Ohio farmer. It is one-fifteenth of 1 per 
. cent of his invested capital. If, as the gentleman assumes, there 
are 71,000 owners of sheep in Ohio, the greatest average loss 
that each of them could be called upon to bear by reason of 
this reduction is about $11 a year. Eleven dollars a year is 
the largest conceivable average gross loss to the individual 
sheep raiser, and if he ha!;! a family of five to clothe he may, 
perhaps, buy as many as five woolen suits in a year, and pos
sibly some woolen underclothing and blankets. On these pur
chases under the operation of the proposed law be will recoup 
at least a large portion of what he may lose in the price of his 
wool. The ultimate burden on the farmer will be absolutely 
inconsiderable. 

But as the gentleman has refused to have his vision limited 
to the confines of his own district and bas stated his purpose 
to take a view as broad as the State itself, so he must also re
fuse to limit his vision to any one class within the State. He 
must consider not only the growers of wool, but all of the in
habitants of the great State of Ohio. 

The average per capita consumption of raw wool or its 
equivalent throughout the United States for the year 1910 was 
7.11 pounds. The average for the State of Ohio, with its cli
mate more rigorous than that of many of the States of the 
Union, must be very considerably above that average, so that 
if we assume a per capita consumption of wool in Ohio of 
7.11 pounds we shall certainly be well within the truth. The 
State had last year 4,767,121 inhabitants, and must have· con
sumed not less than 33,894,230 pounds of raw wool or its equiva
lent-just about twice the State's production. In the face of 
these figures will anyone say that it is to the interest of the 
State of Ohio that this tax should be maintained on raw 
wool? 

Let me pause to comment on the significance of these :figures. 
Those Representatives from Ohio who oppose a reduction in 
the tariff on wool can not justify it on the ground that it is for 
the benefit of the State as a whole, because they must, if they 
are candid, admit that the production of wool within the State 
is totally inadequate to supply the needs of the State. Looked 
at from the point of view of the State of Ohio, the proposition 
is simp1y one that requires the citizens of the State to bear a 
tax of $1,700,000 in order that one-half that amount may go in 
profits to the sheep raisers. This refers only to unmanufac
tured wool. If this bill works out as we have reason to hope, 
the tax .which will be lifted from the shoulders of the Ohio con
sumer will be much greater than $1,700,000, because it will give 
us a freer market for the purchase of finished woolen products. 
As to whether any attempt will be made by dealers and middle
men to gobble up the advantages intended to be afforded to the 
consumers by reduction in the tariff is a totally different ques
tion and one which it is not appropriate to go into at this time. 
I can only say briefly that if competition is free among the 
dealers the consumer will get the benefits which he should get; 

and if there is any restraint of competition· we have laws to 
stop it. · 

Now, let us examine what sort of authority is sufficient for a 
Republican member of the Ways and Means Committee to base 
an opinion on. Let us see what is the reliance of the gentleman 
who thinks he sees such woeful want of care and scientific 
accuracy among his Democratic colleagues. I must add that 
what I am about to quote is the sole and only authority cited 
in the whole entertaining speech of the gentleman who insists 
that the Ways and Means Committee has based its action on 
insufficient authority. Now. let me quote: 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I desire to quote some real authority, an au
thority that, I think, will be admitted by gentlemen on that side of 
the House to be high. I do not believe that there is a man among you 
who pretends to be a student of political economy that has not read 
Taussig's History of the Tariff. This work. and his other works on 
the tariff are the standard in this country, and particularly the stand
ard on the tariff from the free-trade point of view. Prof. Taussig has 
been for years at the head of the department of political economy at 
Harvard. He has been for years the leader of the free-trade school 
of thought in this country-at least one of the great leaders. He ap
peared before the Ways and Means Committee and testified, and among 
other things he spoke of wool; and I will read in full what he said 
about wool. I had hoped that all of the gentlemen on that side of the 
House had read the hearings on this subject. 

I doubt whether they have heard Prof. Taussig, their great authority. 
He said : " I will take up the case of wool. I do not believe there is 
any sound, economic reason for maintaining a duty on wool ; I think, 
in principle, wool should be admitted free. At the same time the 
woolen industry of the United States and woolgrowing in the United 
States has adapted itself to so great a degree to the present duty on 
wool that I should not now advocate the immediate sweeping away of 
the duties on wool. I think the wise policy in regard"' to the duty on 
wool is to reduce the duties on clothing and clothing wool from their 
present rate, and I think no substantial harm will be done to the wool
growers of the United States, not enough certainly to offset the advan
tage to the community, by reducing those duties one-third, from 12 to 8 
cents a pound." 

That was in the hearings before the Ways and Means Committee on 
the Payne bill in 1909. Note that he says it would be unwise policy 
to disturb too greatly either the woolgrowing or the wool manufacturing 
industries at once, while he still believes ultimately in free trade . 
Note that he says: 

" I think no substantial harm will come to the woolgrowers of the 
United States, not enough certainly to offset the advantage to the com
munity, by reducing these duties one-third." 

But, gentlemen, you have reduced them two-thirds. I am speaking of 
authority. Upon what authority can you state that you will not de· 
stroy the woolgrowing industry of Ohio, my State, and other States 
similarly situated, when you reduce the duty two-thirds, and when 
this great authority on the tariff, from the free-trade standpoint, 
says that it would be unwise to reduce those duties more than one
third? 

I think the country ought to understand th{l.t even from your free
trade point of view you are not proceeding according to the judgment 
of authority in this country. That is the reason I use the word. 

Now, I ask the question, Upon what authority have the majority of 
the Ways and Means Committee founded their action upon this bill? 
What new information have they acquired? A careful reading of this 
report shows that there is nothing new or up to date in it. 

At that point he proceeded to admit that certain tables of 
figures in the committee's report were up to date, but the pas
sage I have just quoted is the meat of his discourse on "real 
authority." The date of Prof. Ta.ussig's testimony before the 
Ways and Means Committee was given by the gentleman as 
1909, which is approximately correct-, the exact date being 
December 15, 1908. The testimony, therefore, is just 2i years 
old, but is, nevertheless, substantially as good as new, as it 
bas not been necessary for Prof. Taussig to change his posi
tion during that time; and that is more than can be said 
for the Republican Party, which at that time had not yet 
conceived the necessity of a report from a board of experts 
in order to revise the tariff. My criticism as to the use of 
this authority is not based on the fact that the testimony we.s 
given two and one-half years ago; my criticism is that the testi
mony was totally misconstrued and misinterpreted and that it 
never was intended to convey the inference which the gentle
man seeks to draw from it. And in support of this criticism I 
desire here to quote from a letter which I have just received 
from Prof. Taussig, which not ·Only upsets the notion that he 
considered as dangerous a reduction greater than one-third in 
the duty on raw wool, but also throws light .on the opinion of 1 

that thorough economic scholar concerning the bill now before 
the House, a copy of which I sent him. 

In the letter I have just received Prof. Taussig says: 
When I appeared before the Ways and Means Committee in 1908 I 

tried to suggest changes that might be made by a protectionist body 
really desirous of making some "downward revision ; " in other words, 
minimum changes. I have always been of opinion that, as a matter of 
principle and of long-run expediency, wool should be duty free; I 
have repeatedly said so; I still believe so. But the process by which 
free wool is to be reached may be a slow and gradual one or a quick 
and abrupt one. What process shall be adopted must be a matter of 
political expediency and more or less of compromise. There is much to 
be said in favor of gradual changes and of a tentative measure such as 
the Democrats now propose. 

Whether a reduction of the wool duty not by one-third but by one
half will work " substantial harm " to the woolgrowers no one can 
predict with confidence. You have got to face the fact that a reduc
tion in duty, if it is really to accomplish anything, must hurt some one 
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to some degree. The difference between an 8-cent and a 6-cent duty 
(20 per cent ad valorem=abqpt 6 cents) does not seem to me likely 
to be of much consequence. Neither would be " ruinous " to the wool

growers. The Territory ranchers would raise a tremendous howl
they will do so, anyhow, on the slightest provocation-and some o! them 
would very likely shift gradually trom sheep to cattle. But woolgrow
ing would not cease. The farmers proper (ln the agricultural districts 
proper) maintain sheep, if at all, as a by-product, and probably would 
not be much affected one way or the other-I say, much affected. 
Unless the price of wool falls, and with it that of woolens, the change 
means nothing. 

On the whole, the Democratic bill seems to me to deserve support, 
whether or no one would have drafted this precise sort of measure if one 
had the say about it. My own feeling ls that carpet wool (as now defined 
ln the tariff) might have been admitted free and the duties on carpetS 
lowered correspondingly. If any general duty is to remain on wooL there 
ls a great deal to be said in favor of an ad valorem rate, especially one 
so moderate as 20 per cent, which offers comparatively no inducement 
far undervaluation. The ad valorem rates on woolens are ln this 
regard-undervaluation-dangerous; but that is the case with the ex
isting high duties, and the situation is made better by the pending bill, 
not worse. 

lli. Chairman, is not this expression from Prof. Taussig a 
complete answer to the question of my colleague from Ohio when 
he asks upon what authority we can state that this measure 
will not destroy the wool-growing industry of Ohio? Can he 
not find his answer in the words of the great economist whom 
he quoted and whom he so highly honors? To repeat these 
words, " the farmers proper-in the agricultural districts 
proper-maintain sheep, if at all, ns a by-product, and probably 
would not be much affected one way or the other." In the next 
sentence Prof. Taussig frankly says what I think we all agree 
with, that file price of wool would probably be somewhat re
duced by the proposed reduction in the duty. The point i.s that 
the loss to the farmers of Ohio would be very small, as Prof. 
Taussig states, and as the figures which I have heretofore sub
mitted conclusively show. 

Let it be remembered not only that Prof. Taussig is a highly 
qualified expert who has devoted his life to the study of eco
nomics, but that he looks at these questions from an absolutely 
disinterested point of view, with no ax to grind and no purpose 
to serve other than to express his best judgment for the best 
interests of the country. I think, Mr. Chairman, that we may 
well feel a sense of gratification in knowing that our party 
platform, and our action in carrying out that platform, are 
broadly and substantially indorsed by an economist of Prof. 
Taussig's character and attainments. I have not in the course 
of this debate heard an equally great authority cited in opposi
tion to this bill. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, having discussed the question 
of scientific, economic authority to sustain. this bill, I must 
refer to that still higher authority, the will of the American 
people. When the people voted last November they voted for 
a reduction of tariff duties, and there is no doubt but that they 
had Schedule K very clearly in mind. There is no doubt but 
that their votes were cast for a material reduction in this 
schedule. 

The Republican Party once pledged itself to a substantial 
downward revision of the tariff and violated its pledge, vio
lated it notably in the very schedule which we are now consid
ering, and because of this repudiation of its plain duty the party 
was itself repudiated at the polls. Let the Republican Mem
bers in this body pick flaws in this measure if they will; let 
them seek, if they will, a still further postponement of this re
Tision, contrary to their own platform and to the known and 
expressed wish of the people. It is enough for me to know 
that this bill is a performance of a Democratic promise, a 
pi-omise which the American people bave commissioned us to 
carry out. 

.Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MORGAN]. 

~Ir. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman., the bill under consideration is 
entitled ".A bill to reduce the tariff on wool and the manufactures 
of wool." The bill was introduced by the gentleman from Ala
bama [Mr. UNDERWOOD], the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee. Before the bill was introduced the Democratic 
caucus placed upon the measure the seal ot its approval. The 
proposed bill is to all intents and purposes a distinctive Demo
cratic ta.riff measure, and is fashioned in harmony with the 
policy of the Democratic Party on the tariff question. The bill 
will have practically a solid vote in its support from the Demo
cratic membership of this House. Being a party measure, 
approved by the Democratic caucus, no amendments will be 
allowed. All effort to perfect, amend, or modify the bill will 
be futile. Discussion of the measure, with any expectation of 
thereby changing any of its provisions, will be time and effort 
wasted. So far as this bill is concerned the House of Repre
sentatives, in a formal and perfunctory way, will merely register 
the will of the Democratic ca ucns. 

.As this measure is typical of other Democratic tariff bills 
that will be passed by this House during the present and subse--. 
quent sessions of this Congress, we muy with profit give care4 

ful study to the same, with a view to pointing out Us defec~s 
and calling attention to the dangerous provisions therein~ 
This is indeed the duty of the Republican minority. We have 
no power to control the legislation. The responsibility of legis ... 
lation rests upon our political a.dversaries. We do have the 
responsibility of critics, and we should discharge this duty1 

faithfully and patriotically, with a view of thereby serving our 
constituents and our countrymen. 

After somewhat careful consideration I have concluded that 
I can not support the bill, and I desire to express some of tha 
reasons for the conclusion I have reached. 

PRESENT TARIFF O~ WOOL. 

Under the present law the tariff on wool i.s as follows: Wool 
of first class, 11 cents per po11nd; wool, second class, 12 cents 
per pound; wool of third class, 4 cents per pound, if valued ati 
12 or less than 12 cents per pound, and 7 cents per pound itl 
valued at more than 12 cents per pound. These rates are spe1 
cific-that is, so much. per pound. But these specific rates are 
equivalent to an average ad valorem rate of 44.31 per cen~ 
Under the proposed bill no specific rates are applied to wool, but, 
in lieu thereof, ad valorem rates have been substituted. On 
wool of the first class the rate is 20 per cent ad valorem. This 
is equivalent to a specific rate of from 4 to 5 cents per pound. 
So that this bill provides for a reduction in the rate of duty. 
upon wool pf the first class from 11 cents per pound to from 4 
to 5 cents per pound; or, in other words, a reduction from 
44 .. 31 per cent ad valorem to 20 per cent ad valorem. To ex .. 
press the same thing in still different language, the proposed 
bill makes a -reduction in the tariff upon wool of about 60 per 
cent. .A correspanding reduction is of course made on n.11 arti-c 
cles manufactured out of wool. 

Before going into the discussion further, I desire to say that 
my chief objection to this measure is the reduction made on 
raw wool I believe some modification should be ma.de in the 
present tariff on the manufactures of wool. I have no objections 
to changes in the present rates of duty that apply to the prod· 
nets of our woolen mills. But I can not consent to do a great 
injury and injustice to the woolgrowers for the sake of securing 
a more scientific and appropriate rate upon cloth and all kinds 
of fabrics manufactured from wool. Rates should be reduced 
when they are excessive, unreasonable, or inequitable; but when 
an existing rate is fair, reasonable, and competitive, as the 
present rates on raw wool are admitted to be, any reduction 
in the rate is unfair and unjust and will inflict great financial 
loss upon an persons engaged in the industry involved. 

VIOLATES PLATFORM: PLEDGES. 

The Democratic majority of the Ways and :Means Committee, 
in its very lengthy report upon this bill, quotes that portion of 
the Democratic platform of 1908 which relates to the tariff, 
Apparently the able gentlemen who prepared this report believe 
that the provisions of the proposed bill follow the declarations 
in the Democratic platform. But as I read and construe this 
platform the pledges therein made are clearly violated, and the 
principles enunciated therein are wholly ignored. 

The Democratic platform referring to the tariff, in part, is as 
follows: 

Articles entering into competition with trust-controlled product~ 
should be placed upon the free list. • * * And gradual reductions 
should be made in such other sehedules ns ma.y be necessary to restol'e 
the tariff to a revenue basis. 

In this language two positive declarations are made, and 
there is one clearly implied promise. There is a plain statement 
that all trust-controlled products should be placed on the free 
list. There is a positive declaration that in other schedules 
" gradual reduction " should be made to restore the tariff to a 
revenue basis. Finally, there is a clearly implied promise or 
pledge that there should be no reduction in rates when the ex .. 
isting tariff is upon a revenue basis. 

As I read the proposed bill, it clearly violates these three 
plain and positive declarations in the Democratic platform of 
1908. 

TRUS'l'·CONTBOLLED PilODUCTS. 

It has been asserted in this debate that the American Woolen 
Co. is a trust. The gentleman from Alabama [Air. UNDERWOOD], 
the chairman of the Ways and Means Committee, opened the 
debate on this bill in a very able and carefully prepared speech. 
On revenue measures he speaks for his party in this House~ 
During this op"ening speech he used this language : 

There is nobody in this country who does not know that the Ame~ 
lean Woolen Co. to-day fixes the price of woolen goods; that it is a 
monopoly ; that it is a trust. 
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If it be true that the American Woolen Co. "fixes the prices 

of woolen goods; that it is a monopoly; that it is a trust," then 
the Democratic platform demands that the products of this trust 
shall be placed upon the free list. But the proposed bill, in
dorsed by the Democratic caucus, and presented here as a 
Democratic revenue measure, places an average ad valorem 
duty on the products of the American Woolen Co. of 42! per 
cent. Is not this a plain violation of the declaration in the 
Democratic platform that trust-controlled products should be 
placed on the free list? Have we not the right to conclude that 
the declaration in the Democratic platform that all trust-con
trolled products should be placed on the free list is to become a 
dead letter? Certainly, in the proposed bill no attempt has been 
made to follow it. 

NOT GRADUAL REDUCTIOX. 

But this Democratic platform calls for "gradual reduction" 
to restore the t.ariff to a revenue busis. The proposed bill in 
the rates on wool does not follow this declaration. Changing 
the rate on wool from 11 cents per pound to 4 or 5 cents a 
pound is not gradual reduction. Reducing the tariff on wQol 
from 44.31 per cent to 20 per cent ad valorem is not gradual 
reduction. We are all perfectly familiar with the meaning 
of the word "gradual." The people understood what it meant. 
The farmers, the woolgrowers of the country know what 
gradual reduction means. But that there may be no ques
tion about it, I quote the following definition of the word 
"gradual" from the Standard Dictionary: 

1. Proceeding or advancing by steps or degrees ; m-0ving, changing 
or varying slowly and regularly; slow. 2. Divided into degrees; marked 
by regular graduations; graduated. 

In view of this definition no one will claim that a reduction 
of tlle tariff on wool from 11 cents to 5 cents per pound, or a 
reduction from 4.4.31 per cent ad valorem to 20 per cent ad 
valorem is a gradual reduction. In other words, a reduction 
of GO per cent on wool, as provided in this bill, is not a re
duction " proceeding by steps or degrees " ; it is not changing 
the tariff on wool u slowly and regularly"; and is not therefore 
a gradual reduction, as demanded and promised to the people 
in the Democratic platform. On the contrary, the proposed 
change in the tariff on wool is sudd-en, sweeping, and radical. 
Is it right to obtain power, under promise to take the tariff 
wall down by degrees-to take a layer of stones off at a time-
and then when you come to exercise that power to proceed 
forthwith, in effect, to entirely obliterate the wall? Whatever 
dissatisfaction there may be with Republican revision in 1909, 
on the ground that the reduction in some cases were not suffi
cient, I feel sure there is no sentiment among the people in 
favor of any sweeping, radical reduction of the tariff at the 
present time. And the farmers of this country will, at the 
first opportunity, punish the political party that promised 
gradual reduction, but gave the country radical reduction in the 
tariff rates. 

REDUCTION BELOW REYENUE BASIS. 

There is another particular in which the Democratic plat
form is not being carri~d out in good faith. The gradual 
reduction was to be made to a revenue basis. This clearly 
implied that rates now on a revenue basis would not be dis
turbed. The declared policy was to reduce all rates to a reve
nue basis. This is equivalent to saying there should be no 
change in rates that were admittedly already on a revenue 
basis. Bot the present tariff on wool is conceded to be upon 
a revenue basis. In 1910 the duty collected on wool amounted 
to more than $21,000,000. The Ways and Means Committee, 
in their report on this bill, estimates that under the proposed 
rate of 20 per cent ad ·rnJorem the duties collected will amount 
to but $13,000,000 annually. In other words, the rate on wool 
by this bill is reduced below a revenue basis-that is, b€low 
the point where the greatest revenue can be collected. Under 
~e platform declaration there can be no authority, justifica
tion. or adequate excuse for making a reduction of 60 per cent 
in the tariff on wool when the present rate on the article is 
upou a revenue basis. The woolgrowers may justly and truth
fully say to the leaders of the Democratic Party your re
ducti?ns in the tar~ff on wool have not been gradu~l, as you 
pro:cused all reductions should be, and you have violated the 
plaiu implication in your platform that you would not disturb 
or change rates which under the present law are admitted to 
be upon a revenue basis. · . 

TEST PROPOSED. 

To test the willingness of the Democratic Members of this 
House to carry out their party's platform declarations I shall 
at th proper time. offer the following amendment to fuis bi11; 

Th'lt when, under existing law or any law hereafter enacted it shall be 
finally determined by any court, board, commission, or other' competent 
legal authority having jurisdiction in such cases, that any article or arti
cles hereinafter mentioned enter into competition with trust-controlled 

products, then the said article or articles when so imported shall there
after be admitted free of duty, until such time a.s said article or articles 
shall cease to enter into competition with trust-controlled products. 

But if this bill. goes through without any change, as decreed 
by the Democratic caucus, my amendment will not be adopted, 
and my philanthropic effort to aid the Democratic Party in 
redeeming the pledges in its platform will be in vain. 

FREE TRADE WILL NOT DESTROY THE TRUSTS. 

Personally I do not believe that "the tariff is the mother of 
trusts," or that you can regulate, control, or pre1ent trusts by 
tariff legislation. We would still have trusts even with every 
art.icle manufactured in the United States on the free list. 
This is demonstr~ted, first, by the fact that in England, where 
free trade prevails, except as to noncompeting articles, the 
trusts abound as extensively as in this country· and second 
we have trusts in articles upon which there are do tariff dutie~ 
levied. But in amending and modifying our present tariff law 
we may well take in consideration what, if any, competition 
we have at home in the article or articles upon which pro
tective duties are levied. 

In adjusting our tariff we should have all information pos· 
sible as to whether the articles in the bill under consideration 
are largely the product of so-called trusts. Every honest in
dustry needs encouragement and protection. As a Republkan 
I believe we may gi1e this encouragement and this protection 
in levying our tariff duties. But at the same time we should 
exercise the greatest of care that we do not by our tariff legis
lation aid those who, in violation of the law, have combined to 
suppress home competition. 

TATifFF LEGISL.iTION PR.EUATUTIE. 

General tariff legislation at this session of Congress is prema
ture. We are proceeding without adequate information. There 
is a widespread sentiment throughout the country in favor of a 
more scientific method in tariff legislation. This has given rise 
to the almost universal demand for a permanent tariff commis
sion, to furnish Congress the best information obtainable. While 
the bill creating a tariff commission failed to become a law at 
the last session of Congress, by reason of a filibuster conducted 
by Democratic Members of this House, Congress did, however 
authorize the President to appoint a Tariff Board, that may d~ 
the same work as the commission. The board was appointed, 
~rganized, and its work has been in progress for some time. 
~wo hundred and fifty thousand dollars were appropriated for 
its support, and all told about 80 persons are now at work under 
this board. The work of this board is to make a thorough study 
of the cost of production in the United States and in foreign 
countries and furnish to Congress all the facts, information, and 
knowledge obtainable that will guide Members of Congress in 
the preparation of a tariff law, that will afford reasonable and 
adequate protection to all American industries, and yet will not 
be excessive, in such a way as to impose unjust and unnecessary 
taxation or serve as a shield to monopoly. 

But the Democratic majority in this House, without waiting 
for the information that the Tariff Board will furnish for use 
at the regular session of Congress which convenes next Decem
ber, have prepared this bill, and the caucus has decreed that it 
must be passed without modification or amendment. This is 
certainly very unwise action. In legislation, as in all other 
things, nothing contributes so much toward valuable results as 
comprehensive information and thorough knowledge. The con
sideration of this measure is premature. It would be much 
wiser to wait a few months, get the report from the Tariff 
Board-we will then have more accurate and trustworthy in
formation as to the difference between the cost of production at 
home and abroud, and will be better prepared to fix rates of 
duties that will more nearly equalize the difference between the 
cost of production in the United States and other nations. 

PROPOSED LAW BASED UPON Wr.ONG THEORY. 

In the preparation of this bill no consideration was given to 
the producers of the United States. Capital and labor were left 
to their fate. The manufacturers, the men employed in woolen 
factories, and the men on farms and ranches engaged in pro
ducing wool and mutton were wholly ignored. But one object 
was kept in view-the raising of revenue. If the bill affords 
protection to any industry it is unavoidable, unintentional ac
cidental, and incidental. It is protection forced upon us b~ the 
necessity of the Government to have revenue. The distin
guished gentleman from Alabama, the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee [Mr. UNDEBWooo], in his speech opening 
the debate on this bill, said: 

The Democratic Party does not believe that any interest in this 
country is entitled primarily to the fostering care of the Government 
of the United States. 

The primary purpose from the beginning, with those who believe in 
the principles of the Democratic Party, is to levy these taxes for th9 
purpose of supplying the revenue of the Government, and if any prv 
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tection arises from the levying of these taxes it Is a mere incicl.ent 
which grows out of the constitutional warrant given by the people to 
levy taYes at the customhouse. 

We disclaim any purpose whatever of writing this bill in the interests 
of the manufacturers of wool or the producers of raw wool. 

I can not subscribe to this doctrine. I can not vote for any 
measure that places the industries of our country at the mercy 
of foreign competition. I can not support any bill that may 
close our mills and factories, rob .American workingmen of em
ployment, reduce their wages, and render them unable to sup
port themselves and their families. I can not comprehend how 
men whose ability and patriotism I do not question can seri
ously advocate that in the preparation and enactment of a 
great revenue measure our eyes must be blind to our own indus
tries and our own people. 

In the United States we have 914 woolen mills. They have 
been constructed and equipped at an expense of $415,465,000. 
Their annual products amount to $419,826,000. Thousands of 
stockholders are interested in these institutions. But when I 
point to our 1,000 woolen mills, to the vast capital invested 
therein, to the immense annual output of these factories, to the 
large number of individuals directly interested in their growth 
and prosperity, the Democratic leaders in this House calmly 
say: " In preparing ~ tariff bill we can not consider men, mills, 
or money; we can not foster business, stimulate production, en
courage enterprise, or protect .American industries; our tariff 
for revenue only policy must be followed, even though we close 
mills and factories, destroy investments, paralyze business, 
wreck industries, and bring financial ruin to thousands of 
American citizens." 

One hundred and sL~ty-eight thousand two hundred and 
thirty-nine persons are employed in our woolen mills. With 
those dependent upon them, they represent 500,000 individuals, 
all depending upon the profitable operation of these mills for 
food, clothing, shelter, and other necessaries of life. They re
ceive annually in wages $79,214,000. But the advocates of the 
tariff for revenue only policy, apparently indifferent as to the 
fate of these men, declare: "In enacting revenue laws we have 
no concern about food and clothing and shelter and education 
for the men employed in our woolen mills." 

Nearly · 700,000 farmers and ranchmen are interested in the 
wool industry. They own 57,216,000 sheep. They sell every 
year 328,110,749 pounds of wool. The annual wool crop is 
worth $72,439,838. Every year about 20,000,000 sheep are 
slaughtered for mutton. In wool and mutton our flocks yield 
to our farmers annually an income of over $100,000,000. 

But when I call attention to the vast importance of the wool 
industry, to the money invested therein, to the large number of 
farmers interested, to the certainty that, if the proposed reduc
tion in the tariff on wool shall be made, great loss to our 
farmers is inevitable, you close your eyes, turn a deaf ear, and 
leave the farmers to their fate. 

The present tariff on wool is not excessive. The present rates 
are competitive. Foreign woolgrowers pay existing tariff rates 
and compete in our markets with .American woolgrowers. If 
under present rates they can compete, under the proposed rates 
they can destroy. Nearly one-half of the wool consumed in the 
United States comes from abroad. Last year 263,939,584 
pounds of foreign wool were imported into the United .states. 
There is no woolgrowers' trust. Our farmers are all m free 
competition. Even with present tariff rates woolgrowing and 
sheep raising are not sufficiently profitable to induce the aver
nge farmer to engage in the business. In the campaign of 1910 
the main complaint was that the rates on manufactured prod· 
ucts were too high; that the "special interests" dictated the 
tariff law of 1909. We heard nothing about excessive rates on 
wool and other farm products. Still, at the very inception of 
Democratic tariff revision a bill is proposed to reduce the tariff 
on wool 60 per cent. The farmers are hit first. The great 
corporations in a measure are able to care for themselves. 
They may form an international trust and avoid foreign com
petition. The farmers can not do this. Instead of first giving 
attention to the tariff levied on products of our giant corpora
tions, a great agricultural industry is threatened with de
struction. 

I can not voluntarily be a party to this destruction of a great 
American industry, which, with . the men employed and those 
dependent upon them, directly affects at least 3,000,000 .Ameri
can citizens. If the tariff on woolen and worsted goods is too 
high, reduce it. I will vote for any reasonable reduction that 
does not mean annihilation to .American industries, but if to 

·get this reduction on woolen and worsted goods you demand that 
I shall vote to confiscate the property of the woolgrowers of the 
country, I refuse to follow you. In order to make reasonable 
reduction in the tariff on manufactures of wool it is not neces-

sary that you inflict irreparable injury upon the woo1growers. 
It is admitted that under the provisions of this bill there will 
be a large increase in the importations of foreign wool, that 
the farmer will get less for his woo1, and the value of sheep 
will be depreciated. As an offset to this loss the farmer is 
promised cheaper clothing. The American farmer will not be 
deceived by such promises. Two years ago tile farmers were 
told that for placing hides on the free list they would buy boots 
and shoes and harness cheaper. Hides went on the free list, 
but boots and shoes and harness and leather have not gone 
down. So when .American flocks ba ve been destroyed, when the 
woolgrowing in the United States has ceased as an industry 
because it has become unprofitable, the 100,000,000 people in 
the United States will still be paying the same high prices for 
1voolen goods. 

THE PRESENT AND THE PROPOSED LAW-A CONTRAST. 

:Much has been said in criticism of our present tariff law. 
However just some of this criticism may have been, time and 
experience have largely vindicated the measure. It has served 
admirably the two great purposes for which it was enacted: To 
provide adequate revenue for the Government and afford reason
able protection to .American industries and .American labor. 
Nearly two years have passed since it became a law. What are 
the conditions in our country to-day? Business is good. Times 
are pro perous. Commerce is flourishing. Industrial establish
ments are busy. Labor is employed. Good wages are paid. 
Never before in our history were our citizens better fed, better 
clothed, or better housed. Never before were they enjoying 
superior advantages, greater opportunities, or more substantial 
blessings. 

This Republican tariff act did not close a single factory, de
stroy a single industry, or bankrupt a single individual. It did 
not reduce the wage or earning capacity of a single .American 
laboring man. It did not disturb business, reduce production, 
or retard enterprise. It did not depress trade, discourage com
merce, or frighten in-restors. It made no bankrupts, paupers, 
tramps, or beggars. It did not depreciate the -ralue of property 
or multiply debts and mortgages. Under it the · farmer has 
receiYed good prices for his products, and the value of his land 
has been enhanced. The merchant has extended his trade, in
creased his stock of goods, and augmented his profits. There is 
something for every man to do at remuneraUre wages, and there 
is a demand for every product at living prices. Our country. 
throughout its length and breadth abounds in peace, plenty, and 
prosperity. Fortunate will it be for our country if this happy 
state of nffairs shall continue for an indefinite period. 

But, alas! if the present revenue law shall be revi ed schedule 
by schedule on the lines followed in the pending bill, no one can 
fully comprehend the evil consequences that will follow. To 
change our tariff system from a protecti-re basis to a tariff
for-revenue-only basis is revolutionary and will require an ab· 
solute re'.:l djustment and rebuilding of our industrial fabric. 
It means tbat we must pass through a long period of doubt, 
uncertainty, and gloom. Prices, values, tents, incomes, wages, 
salaries, earnings, profits-all must change to correspond to the 
new order of things. And as the tariff goes downward to a 
reyenue basis, to a point where the greatest revenue will be 
secured with the lowest rate of duty, so eyerything else will 
tra -vel the descending scale. .As the tariff wall shall be ob
literated and importations of foreign products shall increase, 
so our standard of liYing and our standard of prices and values 
must necessarily seek the level prevailing in foreign countries. 
A reYolution in our tariff from a protective system to a tariff
for-reYenue-only system will put in motion a train of mis
fortun~s that will tra\el along every avenue of trade, commerce, 
nnd business in our country, touch every profession, a-rocation, 
and calling in life, and visit with its unwelcome shadow every 
household, fireside, and home in the land. To what level we 
will be brought no one can foretell. No one can accurately esti
mate the force and fury of the wave of disaster that is bound 
to follow a revolution in our tariff system. Those who are 
conducting this revolution in our tariff system are playing with 
fire. Persist in this policy and a conflagration is inevitable. 
There will be reduction in wages, depreciation in the va1ue of 
farms and farm products, shrinkage in rents and values of real 
estate in cities, contraction in trade and commerce, and dis
turbance, depression, disaster, devastation, and ruin in all lines 
of business. The evi.l consequences that will follow are beyond 
the realm of human comprehension-too great to be grasped by 
the greatest intellect, too complex and far-reaching to be de
scribed by the most eloquent tongue, and too awful to be con
ceived by the most vivid imagination. 

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr . .AMES]. 
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Mr. AMES. Mr. tlha.irnmn., I '3lil a nmnufacturer at llome, as In the Te:mtively 'Short flme yemaining, I shall · hurry from 

my people before .me ha.Ye been far some generations. We maim- , one fact to another. In my district are the mgest mills of t.he 
faemr~ a -variety of :products, '3.nd my family eonnecfums are American Woolen Co~ Its .head, Mr~ Wood, 1las reJ)eatedly 
ln.rgjy interested in the manufacture m cotton nnd wool-ens. .I thrown his influence against me in caucus, and between us little 
feel the necessity, in this debate on i:his proposed .Democratic political lGve has been lost, but he is entitled to his due. How 
wool bill, of giving wm:e of the facts ~uncerning the m-a:nllfa-c- ~s the American Woolen CG. formed? Their ;property was 
turer, that they may be .a .matter of record. I realize that with audited at the ti.me of organization, :and its valne w.as ·set at 
the hlfi.amed public mind .on this subject-inflamed by the dema- $25,000,000, but that does not begin to represent the va.lue of 
gogue, the muckraker, and the misinformed reformer-that for the investment sunk into those plants and never taken out. It 
a decent man t-0 ten the fuots as he knows them to be in the is a fact that y,ei:y few .of those engaged in th~ woolen indns
woolen and worsted industry makes him liable to either ridi- tries charge nff de.precitition; and, indeed, I a-0 not know o1. 
cule for being a fool (}r to scorn for being a liar; but the one, except the American Woolen Co., whleh charges against 
fucts I have gathered, and nnw present to you, .have been the icos.t o.f manufacture an interest charge on the .money in
.gatllered in my own representative district, which includes the vested, and they have to do it beeanse they .ha:ve .preferred 
cities of Lowell and Lawrence-I think too lall'.'gest manufac- stock that brings in the invesbnent as :a charge against the net 
turing ilistrict in the country, where there are 1Il3.IlY woo1€n profits in the sales. So I have no fear as to the ..final result. 
and worsted and cotton mills. I will confine myself t-0-nignt to Now, gentlemen of the Demooratic Party, inform yourselves 
the woolen question, having gone personally into n. numbe-r of and let the country lmo:w the truth, been.use I belie-ve that this 
tbese woolen and worsted mills, hnving eommlted their pay wa.ve of mi-sinf-0rmatio11 and misstn.tement can not be oTa-
l'olls and tlleir cost sheets. I have verified their wage seal~ whelming. I r.ealize that people, ie-ven in high positions, nave 
their processes, what they pay for their machinery, and their chru:a.-cterized the .schedule s ~'indefensible,', but from the 
accounts. The :figures -that I giTe cnn be Terified. "They are point of view ·of truth, j'ustice, :and fact it is most unf-ortnnate. 
fundamental; they 11re -susceptible of proof .or dis.Proof. I think they were misinformed~ and I think they were hasty in 

Now, a word ft.bout the wool "barons" and the W-0olen their speech. 
Trust-and we .have just ha.-d here -a fair example ot the mis- The protection afforded by schedule K to thew.age earners ot 
eonception nnd misinformation by a Member of the "Honse oon- America may be high in spots, 1ln-d the-OOmmittee on Wnys mid 
~erning the so-calloo Woolen Trust, th-e same misinformation Means will bear me out in this statement, that I think I was 
tb:at is shared by the pnblic. ·The gentleman from Indiana one of the very fe-w, if .not the only Member nf :Qo.ngress~ w.he 
{Mr~ Cur.LoPJ spoke to-.night, a few minutes ago, and in the went before th.e Committee on Ways and Means with technical 
course of his remarks quoted fll'om the gentleman from Massa- and ·expert t-esttmony in an effort to reduce the rams in the 
chusetts I.Mr. WEEKS], who s_polm yesterday. I read from the wool schedule:. With the treasurer of <0ne of the biggest woolen 
r-eporter's notes of the speech of lli. CULLOP, delivered to--:night. mills :and of one of the big~st worsted mills in my district, l 
Speaking about the .gentleman from Massachusetts Jl\Ir. went before the committee .and showed how the wonlen -sehed
W.EEKS], .he .said: 11le could be !'educed without injury to the manufaetlll.'er. We 

The gentleman fl:om Massachusetts said this-: "The amount o! eapital . felt that the :rates ot dnty under the Di:ngley law were higher 
in the year 1909 invested in the W?Olen and WO.~Sted manufac~1ng , than \Vel'e needed, And We knew flLat the 'COuntry demanded 3. 

~~riziry ~~Ji~i:~f0~m;.~~0~P~~a~r~~ ~~ °IJ11$2~6~<= lt>'!.ering of tlwse ~tes. 'They -gave u,s ~ hearings, ~were 
cf -common <Stoek. It was the customary method of org1lnizing <:orpo- quite Unpressed with the value and 'Smcenty of the t.estimony~ 
rations of that Kind 10 y~rs ago. The estimated value of the plants and I beliey.e they .considered the proposed rednetion favorably. 
w:a~ submitted to the auditors_ and a repurt was _made as to the ~n- Bnt when thev toOk it np -on the other side of th-e -Capitol the 
ditlon -Of those pl8.'llts and thell' :value. It was .estimated at tllat :time • J • • • ' 

that the plants and maehinery and real estate, and other things that person m ehm'ge o:f the bill there-I will um menticin names; 
-wept to 'llll}f e np the property of that company. had a valne of yon all know who he is-would not consent ro any retbletion 
$25,<lOO,OOO. on raw wrol or :a.ny change, and as a com:pro:miBe the woolen 

That enas the quotation from the .speech of the gentleman schedule was left as it was. 
from Massachusetts, .and the gentleman from Indiana then went We me going to .hav-e a tariff -re.port from the -Tariff Board 
on with utter disregard of facts, and this is a fair example of hy December 1. Wait until you ~t some information, gentle
the public .misconcepfu::m and misunderstanding of the very men, that -y-0u lmow iB not partisan-and we -all .h-ave to assume 
.simplest thing. The gentleman from Indiana said: that they .are bon:est men on that Ta.rift'. Boo.Td-a.nd 'YOU will 

"Ten years ago worth $25;000,:0@0; issued i$20,000,000 of preferred ' 'find that Miembers of Congress, repr~nting. districts in which 
stock and $29,000,:000 of common stock, and on:t of that little capital there are large woolen and worsted mills, will .come down here 
.to-day .it owns a property valued at $419,000,000. 'fmd vote for any decent bill within a thousand miles of the 

Mi·- Chairman, that ·$419,000,000, which he states is the value troth 'in order 1ro st<>J> this :agitati-On and permit the already 
ef the American Woolen Ca., is the total product of the woolen much-disturbed condition of bnsiness in this indust:cy to 
and worsted industry of the entire United States comprising .straighten itself r-0nt. There is nothing wome for a.ny manuf.ac
-Olli'.' 900 establishments, and has no mare eonnectlon with the turing bnsiness than this constant ngitati-On ,of a qu-estion 
iprOpert;y value of the American Woolen Co. than has the tow which vitally affects values. The woolen business is practically 
pr.oduct of the cotton industey .[.applause on the Republican tn a :staoo <Of eomu, beeanse th~ buyers of cloth do not dare to 
!Side]; and yet -you g-entlemen -0n ithe Democmtie side applauded ' make 1Jlll'chases urrfil they have assured themselves that val~ 
that display of misconception of the fnets. · have become stable. 

Afr. M:ONDELL. Will the gentleman yield? Now, to go a bit :fmthei:. W~ talk about the dilferenee in 
Mr. AYES. Just for a moment. labor here and .ubroad. That is not all. Here are .some figures 
Mr. MO:NDELL. Did the gentleman from MassaChusetts call estima..ted for .furnishing a plant capable -Of producing n,000 

to the attention .of the -gentleman from Indiana the error that 'Pounds per week of :2-ply No~ 44 worsted yam-tha:t is, draw
he hud fallen into? ing and spinning, and so forth. In England, for that m:a-

1\fr.. AAfES- I tried to repeatedly., but the ~entleman, snre <chinery, they pa.'Y .$31,'QOO and we pay .$48,000. N1ne-tentbB 'Of 
nf his facts would not :Pel'Jlllt fill interruption. Now n word the worsted-spinning machinery is imported beeause there is 
.about the w'ool 'barons. ' · .only one mannfaeturer of that class -of machinery in this ooun-

.M:r. FredeTick .Ayer, :of Lowell, owned the Washington llills try. There is not a mill upply thnt ~oes into the manufacture 
in Lawrence; Mr. Charles Fletcher, of Providence, the Pr.o-vi~ of cloth that does not stand us higher than it does the manu
dence Worsted Mills; .and Mr. james P.hillips, of Fitchburg, two fn.cturers in .England, beeau~e hei'e ev.erythlng i~ :protected. 
mills in Fitchburg. Mr. Wood, the son-ID-law ·Of Mr. Ayer nnd Why, I ·ask, -should you ;pick out ihe woolen industry, or any 
trensurer of the Washington MiUs, brought these gentlemen J nfher partieular industry, :to deal it a blow such -as you here 
together, and they, with some of Mr. Fletcher's iriends, put propose? 
their mills into the ·new eompany, which they ealled the A.meri- This cloth w.as ma<W in .a mill in my district. There are .S! 
can Woolen C-o. They then issued stock, and with the l>I'O- yards .in -a suit. This doth was sold .by tOO mill that ma-de it 
'Ceeds bought up a :nnmber of bani.""Tnpt woolen mills, m mills , for $1.60 a ,yard, m:irl the .net _profit t-0 that mill .on that cloth 
whose owners were glad to sell out because ilheir business was is 14: :eents, and that is all that mill got -0ut ot it. The cloth 
nnsuocessfuL -The original capital issued in -pref.erred stock Ith.at the average suit cl clnthes IOf th-e .average man is .made 
wa $20,-000,-000, which was not excessive. Bince then tha-e nnt of is .irold .by the mill at .$1 .a yard, and 3! yards -0f that 
.have been twG issues ,of .$10~000;000 paid for m cash, dn order is $3.50, an.-d the net .Profit to the mills making that .c]o$ 
to build mills whieh gave more .employment to Jabnr and to lis a .frAction .orer 10 •cents per snit of .clothes. Your robber 
.provide more worklll.g -capitaL Where is the .h~ in this? barons-
.Is ~t ·criminal to employ labor2 Is it ill~~ to sell 'Stock :Jn M:r. RUCKER ·of ColDradG. Ro-w much wool is in th.e suiU 
mder to build .mills? · i Mr. AMES. It .is all w.onl. 
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l\fr. :RUCKER of Colorado. But how many pounds of wool? 
Mr. A.MES. I can not say offhand. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Not more than 3 pounds-4 

pounds. 
l\fr. A.1'1ES. Oh, I will give you the percentage of material 

in the United States, which is 52 per cent of the cost of the 
goods; and the gentleman can figure out the value of wool 
himself. I would like to give the information, but I have only 
got a few minutes and I have many things to go into. Now, 
I will take another example. Here are some facts concerning 
a prosperous mill in Massachusetts, and what I tell you of this 
mill is true of 99 out of 100 mills engaged in this industry. 

The sales of that mill for 10 years from January 1, 1901, to 
December 30, 1910, were, total, $13,301,422.62. The profit was 
5416,335.18, or 31 per cent, and that did not count in a charge 
for interest on the money invested in the plant and in the busi
ness. And yet you gentlemen on the Democratic side have de
nounced the wool barons and the worsted barons, and you are 
now planning to ruin tlle industry regardless of facts. If 
their money had been placed in a savings bank these manu
facturers could have sat idly by and twirled their thumbs and 
got more out of their investment than by working every day 
in the year and lying awake nights thinking how to cheapen 
some process. 

Mr. CULLOP rose. 
Mr. AMES. I have but 25 minutes. 
Mr. CULLOP. The gentleman did not hear all the debate 

between mvself and Mr. WEEKS on that question. 
l\Ir. AMES. I only read the gentleman's statement. With 

his original investment safely placed in a savings bank the 
manufacturer could sit at home and twirl his thumbs. But 
what does he do? He takes chances in buying the wool per
haps not at the lowest price. If he makes an error in purchas
ing his wool, he is likely to lose more than he could possibly 
earn. He struggles to get the patterns and samples that will 
attract the public eye, and thereby keep his mill running. He 
takes the chance of some customer failing to pay or canceling 
his orders, and a hundred other chances and kinds of worry and 
hard work, in the end to earn only 31 per cent on his sales. I 
will go further than that. With one exception, and I will 
make that the American Woolen Co., because they claim they 
earn 9 per cent, while other manufacturers doubt that very 
much. But let that go. You can not name outside of that 
company, you can not find one engaged in the woolen or worsted 
business if they allow 4 per cent interest on their actual cash 
investment in their business, you can not find a so-called wool 
baron or worsted baron that earns 3! per cent per annum. 

Now, there is nothing wicked about an industry that earns as 
little as that. You can with equal grace, logic, and reason say 
all the savings banks were money barons and ought to be cleaned 
out. This small margin of profit has all been brought about by 
home competition, competition that has forced the price of goods 
down almost to the price in other markets, and withQut the 
additional competition of the cheaper labor of foreign lands. 
There is no margin to go upon or economy that can be effected, 
and there are only two ways in which the price of the cloth can 
be reduced at the mill. and those are to cheapen wool or reduce 
the wages of labor. There is nothing left to the manufacturer. 
In the mills at home in the last 17 years they raised wages 
three times voluntarily-10 per cent in 1895, another 10 per cent 
in 1905, and another 10 per cent in 1910. You ask where the 
protection goes. It goes to the operaUves, of course; and two 
years ago tbe hours of labor under the Massachusetts laws were 
changed from 58 to 56 hours per week, and that is equivalent to 
an increase of 3.57 per cent, because wages were not altered, so 
that the increase amounted in the last 17 years to 37i per cent, 
which you.. will find by compounding the figures just given. And 
this vear the hours of labor have again been reduced from 56 to 
54 per week. 

Now, a word as to wages, and I commend to you, gentlemen, 
and to everyone else who has any interest whatever in bein.g 
guided by facts, the report of the Bureau of Manufactures of 
the Department of Commerce and Labor, by W. A. Graham 
Clark, in 1908. I was not willing to take it on faith. So I got 
some of my relatives who were studying the woolen business in 
England to bring over to me an account of the wages paid to 
operatives in the combing, drawing, and spinning industries, 
those that I knew particularly about, and then I compared them 
with these, and found that they were very accurate, and I have 
written in the book here the wages we pay our people in our 
mills at home. Let me give you a few instances. We pay a 
gill tenter $7.26, in England she gets $3.04; a spindle gill tenter, 
$7.22, while in England they get $3.04; drawing-box tenters we 
pay $14.44, while they pay $6.08; for finishers we pay $28.88, 
they pay $11.68. 

Now, I will read the figures alternately for overlookers, 
takers-off, twisters, sweepers, and so forth. While we pay totals 
of $55, they pay $23; while we pay $8, they pay $2.92; while we 
pay $66, they pay $28; for a jobber lad we pay $8.12, and they 
pay $2.67; and so on down the list. 

Labor. 

English mills. 

Per 
week. 

£. 3. 

Total. 

Lowell mills. 

Per 
wee·. Total. 

1 can gill tenter........................... 12; $3. 04 $3. 22 S7. 22 
2 spindle gill tenters, at 12s. 6d. . . . . . . . . . . 1 5 6. 08 7. 22 14. 44 
2 draw box tenters, at 12s. 6d............. 1 5 6. 08 7. 22 14. 44 
4 finisher tenters, at 12s................... 2 8 11. 68 7. 22 28. 88 
3 reducer tenters, at 12s.......... .. . .. . .. . 1 16 8. 75 ~. 22 21. 66 
8 rover tenters, at 12s..................... 4 16 23. 35 6. 94 55. 52 
1 jobber tenter.. .......................... 12 2. 92 8.12 8.12 
1 overlook er. . . . . . . • . • . • . . . • . . . . . . . . . • . . . . 1- 12 7. 78 20. 32 20. 32 
28 spinners, at 10s. • • . • • • . . • . . • . . . . . . • . . . . 14 68. 13 5. 82 lC2. 90 
14 doffers, at Ss. 6d................ •. . . • . . 5 19 28. 95 4. 76 (6. 64 
!jobber .............•............•....... 11 2.67 6.94 6.94 
2 takers-off, at !Os. • • • • • • . • • • • • • . • • . . • • • • . 4. 86 5A9 10. 98 
2 setters, at 9s. 6d................ . . . . . . . . . 19 4. 62 4. 36 8. 72 
1 sweeper................................. 7 1. 70 ...................• 
loverlooker.............................. 1 12 7.78 17.42 17.42 
24 twisters, at lls.. •. . . .. . . •. . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13 4 64. 23 6. 38 153. 12 
8 doffers, at Ss. 6d. • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 8 16. 54 4. 76 38. 08 
1 jobber lad ..... _........................ 11 2. 67 8. 12 8. 12 
2 takers-<>fi, at 10s.. ••. •• • . • • • . . . • . • . . . . . . -t. 86 5. 49 10. 98 
2 setters, at 9s. 6d................ . . . . . . • . . 19 4. 62 4. 36 8. 72 
1 overlooker.............................. 12 77. 78 20. 32 20. 32 

59 St 2S9.90 ....•••••. ~.60 
Share of manager's wages, at £6 . . • . . • . . . . 4 19. 47 . . . . . . . . • . 20. 00 

------------
Total............................... 63 8! 308. 56 . . . . . . . . . . · 70'3. 60 

Now, if you will average those up you will find we pay 230 
per cent more than · the wages paid in England for the same 
work, and I think you will agree that English paid labor is as 
well paid as any on the Continent. In fact, if my memory does 
not play me a trick, the British Parliament sent over a com
mittee within a year and a half to investigate the wages in 
America and the cost of living, and what they report back is 
230 per cent increase in this country over the English wage, 
and they also report that the cost of living is only 152 per cent 
greater over here. And if any of you will go over into the 
English textile country and stop in one of those cities you will 
be awakened in the morning when the bell rings at an early 
hour by the clack, clack of wooden shoes on the street. You 
will look out of the window and you will see women going by 
with shawls over their heads. But in our district in Massa
chusetts you will see the ·women come to the mills in nice hats, 
gloves, shoes, and dresses. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

You can talk as much as you please about protecting the 
" barons " and the woolen manufacturers. My friends, there is 
only one way we can meet this competition from abroad if you 
open the doors so it may come in, and that will be to reduce 
wages. We can not get our wool any cheaper. If this bill goes 
through, you will put a duty of 20 per cent on it, which, by the 
way, I do not think is enough to protect the sheep raiser. We 
do not want to reduce the wages of our people. They are 
fairly well paid; they are happy, prosperous, and contented, and 
if we started in to reduce wages they would strike; they would 
not work, and the mills would close. And then what would 
happen? One advantage of having an industry e tablished in 
a country is that it takes so many men and women oat of the 
labor market and reduces the competition among the laboring 
people by just so mueh. Now, suppose by ·the reduction which 
is proposed, which, God knows, I 'hope will not become a law 
as it is, that the woolen industry, with its 500,000 employee , be 
crippled, and that number .of working people have to seek some 
other channel for a livelihood, some other occupation? They 
will go into other industries. There will be labor competition 
and wages will be reduced everywhere. 

I want to call your attention to another thing. I want to be 
quite candid with you. In spite of the fact that we Republican 
Members of Congress got for Massachusetts in the last revision 
all the protection there was, the people at home came within a 
few hundred votes of turning us all out; and the reason for that 
was this: It is 15 or 16 or more years ago since they knew 
what free trade or reduced protection meant. A man does not 
vote until he is 21. The average expectation of life of a man 
having reached 21 years is omewhere around 42 years, and so 
31 years would represent the age of the average voter; and the 
average voter represents the average state of mind in the coun
try. And it is .the average state of mind of the country that 
is the voice < f the people; and to that we must bow, right or 
wrong. It iE now more than a decade since they have had an 
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experience of in~ufficient protection, and they have got to have 
their experience. .A.s sure as the sun shines, if you take the 
protection off of cloth and manufactured goods that is neces
sary to equal the cost of the difference of labor here and abroad, 
these people 'in the course of a year or two will learn for them
selves the folly, shortsightedness, and the impossibility of gov
ernment by the Democracy, and tpey will come hurrying back 
to the Republican Party. So I have no fear as to the ultimate 
result, but I fear for my people and the hunger and want and 
privation they will have to pass through before they learn the 
full value of your false promises and your impracticable the
ories. 

.A.nd so it follows that with each decade we have a new gen
eration of voters; e.lso that each generation of voters is unwill
ing to go by the experience of a preceding generation. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. REDFIELD] made a speech 
here the other day. I am sorry I was not present. I can not 
find his speech in the RECORD. I do not want to do him an in
justice, ~ut I have been told that the purport of his speech was 
to shlil'W that American labor was much more efficient than for
eign labor and produced more per capita. I hope I am not over
stating the case, as he put it. If so, I wish some one would 
correct me. 
· Now, I do not believe the gentleman, if he be a manufacturer, 
even intimated that his remarks should be applied to the 
·woolen and cotton business, because they can not apply in the 
slightest degree. .A.nd to prove that, let me give you some 
statistics here. 

In the woolen-mill industry in Massachusetts there are 3~801 
men and women, of whom 5,038 have native fathers; 33,763 
have foreign fathers; so that 87 per cent are of foreign par
entage or foreign born. You can get all these figures from page 
69 to page 114 of the census of l\Iassachusetts for 1905. There 
are no later statistics available. The Census Bureau this 
morning had nothing to date. From what countries do these 
people come? Ireland, 10,761 ; Canada (English), 693 ; Canada 
(French), 5, 7 43 ; . England, 4,433 ; Germany, 2,029 ; Scandi
navia, 312; Italy, 1,952; Poland, 1,529; Russia, 1,514; Austria, 
952; Scotland, 1,108; and smaller numbers from other coun
tries. 

In the cotton business there were 89,467 men and women em
ployed in my State. Of these 7,119 had native fathers, while 
82,338 were of foreign parentage. In other words, 92 per cent 
were foreign born or of foreign parentage, distributed as fol
lows: 

Ireland, 16,657 ; Canada (English), 1,110 ; Canada (French), 
27,185; England, 13,494; Germany, 2,289; Scandinavia, 238; 
Scotland, 1,695; and smaller numbers from other lands. 

Is it not absurd to suppose that crossing the water changes 
-a man's efficiency? These figures that I gave you in regard 
to wages in the mills at home and in England mean wages for 
men working at the same machines, running at the same speed, 
producing exactly the same amount of goods. Do not these 
facts completely controvert Mr. REDFIELD's proposition? 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Chairman, will my friend allow me 
jusl a moment? 

Mr. AMES. Surely. I hope the gentleman will not make it 
too long. 

l\Ir. RICHARDSON. How do you account for the fact that 
the value of the product of American labor is double that of 
the product of any foreign labor? 

Mr. A.MES. I do not know that it is. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. And in many instances the product 

sells for three or four times as much as the product of foreign 
labor. How do you explain that? 

Mr . .A.MES. I will answer by stating that in these indus
tries-the cotton and woolen-American labor produces exactly 
the same amount as foreign labor. 

l\Ir. RICHARDSON. As a general proposition, the product 
of American labor is twice as valuable as the product of for
eign labor. We are just as much in favor of taking care of the 
American laborer as you are, but the difficulty about the ques
tion is the profit to the American manufacturer. 

l\Ir . .A.MES. That may be, but I have no proof of it, and 
I have to take the gentleman's say so for it. I have not 
yet seen it. 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Do you not know that as a fact? 
Mr . .A.MES. No; I do not know that it is a fact. 
Mr. RICHARDSON. Well, it is a fact, to my certain knowl

edge, that the \alue .of the product of American labor in any 
given line will average twice that of the product of labor 
in any country in Europe. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr . .A.MES] has expired. 

XLVII-142 

Mr. AMES. May I have three minutes more to explain just 
where the cost goes? 

Mr. MANN. I yield' two minutes more to the gentleman. 
Mr. AMES. You want to know why American-made goods 

cost so much. One reason is this: There is a class of mer· 
chants known as tailors to the trade or book houses, because 
they send out all over the country sample books of cloth, from 
which suits of clothes may be selected by the customer. 
Chicago is a center for this business, and it a.mounts to a 
good many millions a year. You will see their advertisements 
in every magazine. We sell them· goods at a dollar a yard. 
They insist they -can not make any profit if they pay more than 
a dollar a yard. Then they send these books around, and a few 
measurements ure taken, and people order clothes in that way. 
I will tell you how it works. 

I 

.A. _treasurer of one of the woolen mills in my district went 
into a drug store in Florida last year and saw one of these 
books of cloth on the counter. He recognized some of the 
cloth as his own make. He asked the druggist what he did with 
that The druggist said, "I sell ready-made clothing." The 
trea!;iurer said, "What do you get for it?" He said, "$25 
a suit." The treasurer said, "How do you do it?" He s~id, 
" The customer selects his sample from the book, we take the 
measurement around the neck and the measure around the 
chest and around the waist and the length of the trousers and 
send that to Chicago, e.nd the booking house sends me a suit 
an<\ charges me $15 for it." He got $25, or a gross profit o~ . 
$10 for filling the order. The manufacturer gets between 10 
and 11 cents for making the cloth. Gentlemen, it is the cost 
of distribution. Of course, the manufacturers can not go into 
that. [Applause.] 

Mr. FOCHT. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 
Mr. AMES. Yes. 
Mr. FOCHT. It has been said on the fioor that the American 

manufacturers fake the people with all sorts of shoddy ciothing. 
I would like to ask the gentleman if it is not possible to make 
as good fa.bric here as they can in England and Scotland? 

Mr. AMES. Yes; it we could get the price. But we can not 
pay 230 per cent of the English wages and pay the tariff on the 
raw material, and then sell at a price that the average person 
would be willing to pay for it. 

Mr. FOCHT. I was wondering why they imported that cloth. 
Mr. AMES. Because they are able and willing to pay $40 

or $80 for a suit of clothes. 
If some gentleman had asked me if we could make as poor e. 

suit as can be made in England, I should answer that it was 
very doubtful, because by the report for the year 1907 the 
latest I happen to have available-but any report would do as ' 
well-there was imported into England 113,000,000 pounds of 
rags from other countries and into the United States in the 
same year 115,000. Now, I am not abusing rags and shoddy, 
for they are very serviceable materials for making cheap, heavy, 
garments, like overcoats; but if anyone thinks that they use 
only pure wool in England he had better take a trf p through 
the Batley and Dewsbury districts and see for himself, or I 
would refer him to the report of Mr. Clark. 

In the preliminary report of the Census Bureau the value or 
products of woolen and worsted goods is given as $419,826,000 
and the salaries and wages as $79,214,000. From the above 
figures many people, including the present Democratic chairman 
of the Ways and Means Committee, have erroneously concluded 
that labor is less than -19 per cent of the value of the product. 
That this assumption is utterly without justification is shown 
by the following : 

The census report includes in "products"- Value. 
Yarns---------------------------------------------- $94,539,000 
Top~ ~ubbing, etc----------------------------------- ~ 11~000 
Nails and waste------------------------------------- 12, 528, 000 
Other products---------------~---------------------- 3,485, 000 

Total--------·------------------------------- 118,662,000 
.A.ll the above-mentioned articles appear again under the head

ing of "Material," as reported by the maker of cloth, since he 
buys these articles and adds further value to them by labor 
and expense. If every mill carried on all the processes of 
manufacture, there would be one total labor cost and one ulti
mate value of product, but in the instances of subdivision of 
product, as reported above, the finished product of one branch 
of the industry becomes the material of the next, so that it is 
obvious that any comparison of relative percentages of labor 
and material are incorrect and misleading. 

The following table shows clearly how there may be a small 
percentage of labor cost where the industry is subdiTided, but 
a much greater percentage of labor cost where the relation 
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between total labor and the ultimate value of products is 
considered : 

Process. 

Per 
Mate- Waste. Labor. Ex- Prod- ia::i\o 
rial. pense. uct. prod-

uct. 

'Creed. The ·greatest battle of ballots that was ever fought nnd 
won in the interests of the people of the United States and in 
behalf of an economical administration of governmental affairs 
was the battle fought and won by the great Samuel J. Tilden. 
[Applause on the Democratic side.] How well that great master 
of political economy and civic affairs wrote into his platform 
this declaration : 

Reform is necessary ln the sum and modes of Federal taxation, to 
- ---------- the end that caxital may be set free from distrust and labor lightly 

Manufactureroitops............ $0.45 $0.05 IQ.03 $0.02 S0.55 ~ burdened. We enounce the present ta.riff, llfed upof fsearly 4,000 

~:~~~=i~~~l~tii:.-.-.-:~::::: :~~ :~ :rn :~ 1:~ fs ~1~1~d!il::Fo~~~~ff~~:;~;i~~l~gK: f£:g:t~t!f:~r~ 
purchase the products of .American labor. It has degraded American 

Total labor---------------------------------------------- $0. 31 commerce from the tl:rst to an inferior rank on the high seas. It bas 
Ultimate value of product-------------------------------- ii. 20 1!1lt down the sale of Americnn manufactures at home and abroad and 
Total labor to total product_ ______________________ per cent__ 26 depleted the returns of American agriculture, an industry followed by 

I th f f haJ! our people. It costs the people five times more than it produces 
quote e ollowing from page 307 of the Bulletin O the 'fo the Treasury, obstructs -the 1Jrocesses of production, and wastes the 

National Association of Wool Manufacturers: fruits of labor. It promotes fraud, fosters smuggling, enriches dls-
These totals, as seems to be unavoidable in all census returns, con- honest officials, and bankrupts honest merchants. We demand that all 

tain a -very considerable element of duplication, owing to the subdivlsion customhous(l taxation Bhall be only for revenue. 
of the industry, in coru;equence of which the productions of one depart- And how true to present conditions! All over this fair land 
ment become the raw material for the next step in the manufacturing th · of fra d · rt t f th " t · h process and the statistics for the minor processes become part and ere are cries u ; m every po arres s o e ge r1c 
parcel both in the cost and value of the final result. quick " are made for smuggling; dishonest officials are being 

These eompllcations seriously atl'ect, 'in fact render impossible, an called to the bar of justice; and the records of the bankruptcy 
exn.ct comparison of some of the most i:mpurtant points in manufacture. ts h h il sl th h t 'hn·~ts h be 
The "Cost ot materials used" and the "Value of products,, are greatly cour s ow ow mere es Y e ones merc.lUl.ll ave en 
enhnnced, while the items "Capital engaged" and "Wages paid"'' are trodden under the feet of trusts and combinations. [Applause 
not correspondingly increased, so that calculations involving the rela- on the Democratic side.] And this very day, within the shadow 
tlons ot the seconc;i group of items to the first are misleading and of no of this Capitol, committees of this House are investigating the 
value. 1 

The costs of production in the earlier processes properly belong in the business conduct of mammoth corporations, the outgrowth o! 
item of total cost, but the cost of yarn, etc., purchased ls a doubtful this iniquitous tariff, "the masterpiece of injustice, inequality, 
element. A portion of it no doubt belongs in the general account and d f l t " [Applause on the Democratic side] And 
clearly also a part of it does not. Again, in the total value a similar an a se pre ense. · · 
ditllculfy appears. The values of the product ot the earlier processes, so down to and including its last great convention, in 1908, the 
it carried on independently, appear in the total value twice at least- Democratic Party has stood for a tariff for revenue only.. At 
first as yarn produced, and again in the cloth manufactured. It every that convention it declared: 
establishment carried on all the processes of manufacture, as formerly 
was the case, such difficulties would not exist, for the cost of 'the raw We favor immroiate i:evis:ion of the tarifl'. by the reduction of import 
material-wool, for instance--.vould appear in the value of the product duties. Material reductions should be made in the tariff upon the 
only in the cloth, and not, perhaps, as tops, again as yarn, and finally necessaries of life, especially upon a.rticles competing with tiuch Amer
as finished cloth. ican manufactures as are sold abroad more cheaply than at home; 

and that gradual reductions should be made in such other schedules as 
Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I now -yield a may be necessary to restore the tariff to a re-venue basis. 

half hour to the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. GREGG]. The report of the Democratic members of the Ways .and 
Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania. Mr. Chairman, reference has Means Committee on this wool schedule, understood by every 

just been made to the cost of labor in the United States for man, woman, and child in the United States who is fortunate 
woolen operatives. The average wage paid to the woolen opera- enough to have clothes, is sufficient evidence that we propose to 
tives, according to the census prior to the last, was $364 per I redeem that pledge and keep the faith. [Applause on the 
year. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Democratic side.] 

In approaching a brief discussion of the very important ques- PREELECTION PROMISES OF THE REPUBLICAN PARTY VIOLATED. 

tion which is now before this legislative body of the Govern- On the other hnnd, the Republican Party since its birth has 
ment, I do so with a full knowledge of the responsibility which declared for the very highest rate of protective duties, and 
should characterize the conscientious effort of every Member of with each succeeding tariff bill proposed and enacted by that 
the House. Listening to the debates on this schedule, I am im- party when in power increased the rate, while the importa
pressed with the sincerity of those who have entered into this tion of almost all classes of goods became prohibitive. How
discussion. There seems to be an honest difference of opinion ever, prior to the meeting of the Republican national conven
between the two great parties upon the question of taxation, tion of 1908, the leaders of that party recognized that the 
one contending that the greatest revenue can be collected by a people demanded a change from the higher rates of duty to 
high prot~tive duty and the other alleging that sufficient reve- lower rates of duty and wrote into its platform the promise for 
nue can be raised for the economical administration of the a revision of the tariff in the following language: 
affairs of the Government by the imposition of a tariff for reve- The Republican Party declares unequivocally for the revision of the 
nue only. The issue is well defined. There is no mistaking the tariff at a special session of Congress immediately following the 
battle ground. But whatever the issue, the people of the United inauguration of the next President. 
States by their ballots at the polls in 1910 declared that there That the people understood that revision to mean a downward 
should be an abandonment of the principle of high protective revision is unquestionable. President Taft on numerous occa
duties and commissioned the majority party of this House to sions prior to the election of 1908, and, in fact, prior to his 
make a reduction in the present high duties. [Applause on the nomination in that yea1·, unequivocally declared in favor of the 
Democratic side.] The duty, then, is not as to whether it is revision of the tariff downward. 
right or wrong to make n reduction, but as to the degree that In a speech he delivered at Kansas City February 10, 1908, he 
such reduction should be made, keeping in mind the welfare of said : 
all the people of our great country. In the 10 years which have elapsed since the enactment ot the Ding-

ley tariJf the conditions have so changed as to make a number of sched
ules under the tariff too high. TARIFF FOR REVEXUE ONLY A CARDINAL PRINCIPLE OF THE DEMOCRATIC 

PARTY. 

The Constitution of the United States has plainly -declared 
what the taxing power is and the use to which the moneys 
realized from such taxation shall be put. Rdeclares that-

The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, im
posts, and excises to pay the debts and provide for the common defense 
and general welfare of the United States. 

This can mean only one thing, and that one thing is laying a 
duty, a tariff, for the purpose of raising revenue for the ad
ministration of the affairs of the Government. The defense 
and maintenance of this fundamental provision of taxation in 
tlfe Constitution of the United States always has been, and will 
remain to be, a cardinal principle of the Democratic P.arty. 
{Applause on the Democratic side.] 

It has never wavered from this position; and, moreover, it 
has always insisted, and still insists, that only such revenue 
shall be raised as is necessary for the economical administration 
of the uffairs of the Government. This always has been its 

In his speech of acceptance of July 28, 1908, he said : 
.The tariff in a. number of schedules exceeds the dliieren'.ce between the 

cost of production of such articles nbroad and at home, including a 
reasonable profit to the American producer. 

And further : 
The excess over that difference serves no useful purpose, but offers a 

temptation to those who have monopolized the production in this coun
try to profit by the excessive rates. 

Later, in a speech delivered at Cincinnati September 22, 1908, 
Mr. Taft said: 

The Dingley taru:r has served the country well, but its rates have 
become generally excessive. They have become excessive because con
ditions have changed since its passage ill 1897. 

And after referring to the fact that some of the rates are prob· 
ably too low, due also to the change of conditions, he next said: 
"But, on the whole, the tariff should be lowered." And to clinch 
his statement, and as a further pledge to the people that there 
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would be a revision downward of the tariff, 1n this same speech, 
deliyered at his home in Cincinnati, he said: 

I wish there to be no doubt in respect to the revision of the tariff. I 
am a tariff revisionist, and I have been one since the question has been 
mooted. 

Two days later in Milwaukee, on September 24, 1908, in 
answer to a speech that had there been delivered by l\Ir. 
Bryan, he said : 

I can say that our party is pledged to a genuine revision, and as a 
t emporary head of that party and President of the United States, if 
it be successful in November, I expect to use all the influence that I 
have by calling immediately a special session, and by recommendation 
to Congress to secure a genuine and honest revision. • • * 

It is my judgment that a revision of the tartil', in accordance with 
the pledge of the Republican platform, will be on the whole a substan
tial revision downward, though there probably will be a few exceptions 
in this regard. 

Again, in a speech delivered at Des Moines, Iowa, September 
25, 1908, .Mr. Taft said : 

It is my judgment, as it is that of many Republicans, that there are 
many schedules of that tariff in which the rates are too excessive, and 
there are a few in which the rates are not sufficient to fill the measure 
of conservative protection. 

And later, on the same occasion and in that connection, he 
declared: · 

As the temporary leader of the party, I do not hesitate to i;ay, with 
all t he emphasis of which I am capable, that ii the party is given the 
mandate of power in November it will perform its promises in good 
faith. 

As a result of these preelection promises and pledges l\Ir. 
Taft was elected President of the United States. His first 
official utterance was his inaugural address, .March 4, 1909, and 
then nnd there Mr. Taft emphasized his previous utterances in 
these words : 

It is thought that there has been such a change in conditions since 
the enactment of the Dingley Act, drafted on a similarly protective 
principle, that the measure of the tariff above stated will permit the 
reduction of rates in certain schedules and will require the advance
ment of few, if any. 

The history of tariff legislation shows that a special and 
extraordinary session of Congress was called soon thereafter 
for the purpose of considering the tariff question. At that ses
sion the Dingley tariff bill was revised, but instead of being 
revised downward, as the Republican Party and its standard 
bearer had pledged, it was revised upward. And although 
President Taft had pledged the people that there should be an 
honest revision of the tariff downward, the President signed 
the bill containing this same Schedule K, the woolen sched
ule, which proved itself to be the most iniquitous, extravagant, 
unjustifiable one that has ever been placed upon the statutes 
of the United States. The Republican authorities admitted 
this, and President Taft on one occasion declared: 

'l'he woolen schedule is indefensible, and I propose to say so. 
Later on, in a public addre8s in New York, February 12, 1910, 

be is officially reported as saying : 
The one substantial defect 1n compliance with the promise of the 

platform was the failure to reduce woolens. 
UNDER WOOD BILL ,FAIR AND EQUITABLE. 

Without going into detail to show that there was no revision 
at all in the Payne-Aldrich bill by Schedule K, it is agreed by 
all authorities that the rates in this schedule are too high and 
go beyond any difference in the cost of production, including 
protection of profits to the manufacturer. As I have already 
stated, the people at the polls, last November, demanded a 
revision of Schedule K. The action of the majority of the 
members of the Ways and .Means Committee in reporting this 
bill with these substantial reductions, not intended in an:v 
manner to injure the trade of the country or to affect the busi
ness interests of the country, is abundantly justified. It would 
be highly foolish and grossly unjust for the Democratic Party, 
at this time or at any other time, to make radical reductions in 
the tariff affecting great industries and which might possibly 
result in business disaster. 

The Democratic Party is pledged to conserve the interests of 
the American people, regardless of class, and the wi e pro
visions and schedules of duties contained in this particular 
schedule is sufficient evidence to prove the sincerity and hon
esty of purpose of that great party. 

To my mind, and I believe to the mind of the average lay
man, the most noteworthy and most commendable feature of 
this bill, outside of the general reduction in the duties on wool 
and woolen manufactures, is the change from the compound, 
specific, and compensatory duties to the ad valorem system. 
This bill, when it becomes a law, will be fair and equitable to 
all interests under all circumstances. The primary object of 
any tariff law should be the collection of internal revenue with 
the least possible burden on the people. Specific duties have 
always proved themselvee ~'-1&,just and have invariably worked 

injury upon the consumer. As was admirably said in the report 
of the majority members of the Ways and Means Committee: 

The great evil · of specific dnties is that they always nnd Inevitably 
bear more heavily upon the poor than upon the rich. When goods are 
taxed according to kind, pound, weight, measure, or the like, without 
regard to value, the coarser and cheaper grades necessarily must pay . 
as much as the finer and more expensive grades, and the taxes fall with 
most crushing force on those least able to pay. 

The abolition of the specific duties removes all opportunity 
for concealing and disguising the various tricks and manipula
tions for the private profit of favored rings and groups and 
prevents frauds and juggling of weights. In other words, it 
places the eollection of duties upon a thorough business basis 
and makes easy of computation and calculation the amount due 
the Government. 

REDUCTION IN WOOL SCHEDULE DECREASES COST OF LIVING. 

The final result of this bill will be the reduction of cost to 
the ronsumer and the increase in imports of the articles that 
he uses. It means that the cheaper class of goods worn by 
the greater mass of our people, upon which there was a tax 
equivalent to 144 per cent ad valorem as against a tax of 96 
per cent ad valorem on more expensive goods, will be imported 
into this country, thus giving cheaper cost to those least able 
to pay. The truth is that the tariff duties upon cheaper grades 
of woolen goods heretofore were prohibitive and that these 
goods, the average value of which was 35 cents per pound, were 
only imported to an amount of 6,016 pounds, yielding $2,111 
of duties, while of the more expensive goods, the average value 
of which was $1.07 per pound, were imported to an amount of 
5,433,182 pounds, yielding $5,827,777 in duties. 

The people of onr country asked for relief. You know and 
they know that clothing and blankets are a necessity of Jife. 
You know and they know that the Payne-Aldrich bill imposed 
additional burdens upon the consumers of the country. You 
know anc1 they know that the Payne-Aldrich bill increased the 
cost of living in every home in the land, and the only thing 
that saved the Republican Party in the campaign of 1908 was, 
as I have stated before, its express promise to relieve the 
An1erican people of this burden. The people trusted the Re
publican Party and believed it would fulfill its platform pledges 
and campaign promises. When it failed, they turned to the 
Democratic Party and asked that they be relieved. The 
Democratic Party is willing to relieve them. [Applause on 
the Democratic side.] It bas reduced the duty on raw wool 
from an ad valorem duty of 44.31 per cent to 20 per cent. On 
wool wastes, rags, and so forth, and materials· that are worked 
up with the raw wool into fabrics, from an ad valorem duty 
of 38.96 per cent to 20 per cent. On combed wools and combed 
wool or tops and other woolen hair which ha·rn been advanced 
by processes of manufacture, from 105.19 per cent ad valorem 
to 25 per cent, the duty was reduced. In fact, in some of the 
cheaper articles in this group the ad valorem equivalent of the 
duties collected ranges from 112.86 to 252.21 per cent. On cloths 
and knit fabrics, wholly or in part of wool, 97.11 per cent to 40 
per cent. Yarns were reduced from 82.38 per cent to 30 per cent. 

One of the most beneficial paragraphs in this whole bill is 
the reduction of the duties on blankets and flannels, and it 
will be observed that the least duty is placed upon the cheaper 
grades and kinds that are used by those least able to bear the 
burden of taxation. This section, which should and will re
ceive the hearty indorsement of every American, reads : 

On blankets and flannels, composed wholly or in part of wool, the 
duty shall be 30 per cent ad valorem : Provided, That on flannels com
posed wholly or in part of wool, valued at above 50 cents per pound, 
the duty shall be 45 per cent ad valorem. 

The duty under the Payne-Aldrich bill is 95.57 per cent. 
On women's and children's dress goods the burden is again 

lifted, and instead of an ad valorem rate of 102. 5 per cent 
this bill proposes the rate of 45 per cent ad Yalorem. On 
clothing ready made and articles of wearing apparel of eyery 
description, including shawls, instead of the high rate of 81.31 
per cent ad valorem exacted by the Payne-Aldrich bill this bill 
proposes an ad valorem rate of 45 per cent. And s9 we might 
run through the entire bill in order to show that on those nr
ticles most used by the common people the committee has en
deavored to reduce the duties in order to relieve the burdens 
uppn the people and at the same time to raise a revenue suffi
cient to carry on the affairs of the Government economically 
administered. 

According to statistics, the actual imports and duties under 
the Payne-Aldrich schedule in the fiscal year 1910, the average 
ad valorem equivalent of the duty collected that year on manu
factures of wool was ll0.10 per cent. Under this bill on the esti
mated imports the duties for 1910 and the ad va1orem equivalent 
would be 42.55 per cent. This proposed schedule is giving to 
more than 92,000,000 American people a relief from the burdens 
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of taxation, and it is within the power of the toiler to clothe his 
wife and little ones against the snows and storms of winter 
without taking the bread out of their mouths. 

PIIBSill\T A:UEilIC.l~ COXDITIOYS XOT DIFFERE:XT FROM ESGLISH 
COXDITIO.'S Df 1820. 

In this connection it might be well to observe that with the 
grow.th of the population there has been more than a correspond
ing growth of tax collecting. In 1897 the tax paid directly to 
the National Government amounted to about $3.85 per capita, 
and in 1910 it am01mted to about $7.35 per capita-almost twice 
as much. In 191Q the tariff tax alone paid directly to the Gov
ernment amounted to about $3.55 per capita. Add to this the 
State tax, the county tax, the municipal tax, and the school tax, 
and we might then exclaim, as did Sir Sydney Smith in 1820, 
that the American pays-

Ta::res 'Upon every article which enters into the mouth, or covers the 
back, or i placed under the foot; taxes upon evecything that is pleasant 
to see, hear, feel, smell, or taste; taxes upon warmth, light, and locomo
tion ; taxes on everything on earth, and the waters under the earth ; 
on everything that comes from abroad or is grown at home ; ta:x:es on 
the raw material; taxes on every fresh value that is added to it by 
the industry of man ; taxes on the sauce which pampers man's appetite, 
and the drug that restores him to health; on the ermine which decorates 
the judge, and the rope which hangs the criminal ; on tlIB poor man's 
salt, and the rich man's spice; at_ bed or board, con.chant or lev.ant, we 
must pay. 

The schoolboy whips his taxed top, the beardless youth manages his 
t.axed horse with a taxed btidle on a taxed road, and the dying Elng-
1ishman. pouring his medicine which hns paid 7 per cent into a spoon 
that has paid 15 per cent, flings himself back upon his chintz bed 
which has paid 22 per cent, and expires in the arms of an apothecary 
wlu> has paid a license of £160 for the privilege of putting him tQ 
death. His whole property is then immediately taxed from 2 to 10 
per cent. Besides the probate, large fees are demanded for burying 
him in the Chancel, his virtues are handed down t:o posterity on taxed 
marble, and he is th.en gathered to his fathers, to be taxed no more. 

[Laughter and applause.] 
INDUSTRIES 0]' WESTl\IQRELAND-BUTLER CONGRESSIONAL DISTillCT. 

When I addressed the House on the Canadian reciprocity 
question I stated that the district which I represent is prob
ably one of the most important in the United States. I stated 
also that my home county, Westmoreland, was bounded on the 
west by the district which the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. DALZELL] has the honor to represent. No 
county in the State of Pennsylvania contains more diversified 
industrial and productive i.Bterests than does Westmoreland. 
It is a -part of the great bituminous coal field, and is, in fact, 
second in point of production of bituminous coal in the State 
of Pennsylvania. Within the confines of my district there are 
located at least two of the l:rrgest plants of the- United States 
Steel Co., the Page Woven Wire Fence Co., the American Win
dow Glass Co., the Pennsylvania Rubber Co., and the Kelly & 
Jones Co., manufacturer of iron and brass castings, emJ>loying 
upward of 2,000 men in a town adjacent to the one in which I 
live. In this same county there is located probably the largest 
tin-plate factory in the United States and one of the largest 
aluminum factories in th~ world. We have brick factories, 
paper mills, iron foundries, breweries, distilleries, drug manu
facturing establishments, swing factories, and pit-wagon fac
tories-in sh@rt, aboat everything that is used in the mechan
ical and industrial world except textile goods. 

In Butler County the.re is located one of the works of the 
great Standard Car CU., ~mvlDying 5,000 operatives and more, 
and a large pl-ate-glass works, and in addition Butler County 
is one of the grea.test oil-producing territories in the North. 
As I have previously stated on the floor of the House, it is a 
large agricultural district, probably more than one-third of 
its inhabitants being engaged in the honorable, honest, and 
staid pursuit of farming, and everywhere is seen the fructify
ing results of honest toil. 

FOllEIG~ LADOR PR.EFERilED TO AMERICAN LABOR. 

The c1a.im is made that the enactment of this bill into law 
will reduce the price paid to the wage earner. It has always 
been the contention of the Republican Party that a high 
protective duty increased and maintained the price of wages 
that the laborer receh·es. The advocates of a high protective 
tariff have ulways contended, and are contending, that the 
.American laborer is the highest-paid laborer in the world. 
Whether 11e is the highest-paid laborer in the world, God knows 
it is low enough. Pennsylvania has always been pointed to as 
the citadel of high protection and the home of the best-paid 
wage earner on the earth. 

Let us see whether or not Pennsylvania., with its diversified 
and protected interests,. pays such wages as the advocate of 
high protection can boast of. 

I take as my authority the mmun.l. report of the Secretary 
of Internal Affairs of PennsylTania, prepared by the Bureau of 
Industrial St.atistics of that department, providing cl.a.ta and 
statistics for the year ending December 31, 1909, and con
taining also statistical facts taken as late as April 28, 1910. 

It is well to remaTk here at this point that this report was pre
pared by a Republican official, it being generally admitted that 
the State of Pennsylvania has for its officials no other than 
those who belong to that political faith, and it might be added 
that too severe a case would not be made out against the 
party to which the officers owe their election. 

By this report of the Bureau of Industrial Statistics of the 
department of Internal Affairs of Pennsylvania. it is shown that 
in the several occupations given the total of 790,048 persons 
were employed. Of this number 126,293, or neaTly 20 per cent, 
wer,e reported with "nationality not known." The remaining 
663,755 were grouped in three classes-Americans, foreigners, 
and negroes-and were employed as indicated in the following 
table of industries in the year 1909: 

Indttstriu ana the num.ber of Anlericans, foreigne~·s, and negroes 
employed. 

.Americans. Foreigners. Negroes. 

~ft=~rn~g:::::::::::::::.:::::~:::::::: .. ~:~I 1~:~~ 
Cars, car wheels, and castings .. -·-········-··-__ 5,000 5,324 
Cement works.................................. 3,493 5,928 
Foundries and machine shops.·~._ .•... ·- ·. --_ . 5, 948 1, 295 
General industries ................ ·~-........... 77, 550 20,217 
Glass fm:torieS-.~-~~·---··--·-··-- 15,<!0l 8,057 
Leathers (tanneries, etc.)..... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5, 418 4, 997 
Papermills.. ................................. .. 4,£43 2,052 
Pig-iron furnaces .... --· ...•.................... _ 4, 977 8, 290 
~owder mills. ---- •.... ·-·-·----·-···-----· 533 108 
Rolling mills __ . - -- . ~- ------ -.••• -- •• ·-- 21, 487 1.4, 592 
Steel ingots and t!astings... •. .. . . . •. . . . . . .. .•.•. 4, 683 3,316 
Steel works ............... -·-·-············-·· 22,241 30,331 
Silkmills....................................... 22,936 6,014 

23 
1,602 

35 
14 

124 
?:ZS 
201 
21 

3 
407 

3 
S04 
300 

1,436 

Slate quarries .---··-----······ ······--······--·- 3,532 1,204 14 
Textile mills, Philadelphia._ ..... __ .. __ ..... _... 44, 923 9, 937 70 
Tin plate milJs ••.••..•..•••.••••.•.•••••••.••• ~ 1, 7:>2 6n 

1 
48 

Total ....... : ........ ···-· ......... _. ___ .. 342, 197 316, 130 I 5, 428 

Thus it m1.l be seen that in the 18 industries marked in this 
table that there are 342,197 Americans employed, as against 
316,130 foreigners and 5,428 negroes. It is fair to reason that 
since this report states that the 12o,293 persons were of u na
tionality not kn.own u that they are mostly foreigners, which 
would seem to indicate that there is more foreign labor em
ployed in these 18 industries which I have mentioned than 
there are Americans. In bituminous coal mining, which pre
\ails mostly in the district which I represent, there are 45,531 
Americans CIDJ>loyed, as against 107,728 foreigners and 1,602 
ncgroes, or, in relative percentage, 29.4 Americans, 69.6 for
eigners, and 1 per cent negroes. In the glass factories the per
centage is 65.1 per cent American, 34 per cent foreigners, and 
nine-tenths of 1 per cent negroes. In the pig-iron fllrnaces 
the percentage is 26.4 per cem American, 60.6 per cent foreign
ers, :ind the balance negroes. In the steel works 42.2 per cent 
are Americans, 56.2 per cent foreigners, and the balance negroes. 
In these four industries, which operate chie:fiy in the district 
which I represent, there is, then, practically 43 per cent Amer
ican, 55.1 per cent foreigners, and the balance neg.roes. 

Again, I will quote from this same Republican authority 
wherein this Republicn.n officeholder makes the following 
observation: 

A particularly noteworthy feature of the tabuJar statement is the 
large number of torel~ers in some of tbe chief occupations of the 
State. 1t will be seen that they greatly predominate in coal mining 
and in steel work. That fa.ct may be the explanation, in part, of the many 
distressing accidents occurring so frequently in those indllstties and 
may be the cause also of so many labor disturbances connected' with 
them. A recent report of the United States Irrunig.ration Commission, 
headed by Senator DILLINGRA I, of Vermont, gives color, if not entire 
confirmation. to that theory. That body reports concerning the- bitumi
nous co.al fields of western Pennsylvania that 75 per cent of the miners 
are unable .to write any language, and that more than halt of them 
were incapable of speaking or barely understanding En~lish. It would 
seem that a very large proportion were from southern Europe, and were 
composed of elements not at all skilled in even the simplest forms of 
manual labor as carried on in our country. Scarcely any of these has 
ever worked in mines before coming to this conntry, and were so 
densely ignorant of our usages and customs pertaining to such opera
tions that it is a source of wonder thnt greater disaster hns not oc
curred in consequence of their employment in such exccsslve numbers. 
Compared with them the commission found even the poorest American 
superior. 

All through this debate and in all pleas that are made to 
preserve the protective tariff there has been a constant demand 
tl..at the duties which are sought by this bill to be removed be 
retained in order that the American laborer and American 
labor may be protected against foreign pau:ver labor, yet we 
have the spectacle before us in the State of Pennsylvania of a 
preponderance of foreign labor. The protectionist would pro
tect woolen manufactures by a high rate of duty and declare 
against the just reductions in this bill, but under no circum
stances would he be willing to put a protective wall around the 
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physical structure of the American laborer. Every ship bears tion was $4,848,587, while the aggregate amount of wages paid 
hundreds of foreigners who come to this country to take the was $2,646,757, the average yearly wage being $509.87 and the 
place of the American in the fields and shops of the United daily wage $2.01. 
States, and no restriction is placed upon this influx. The THE PENNSYLVANIA ST.EEL WORKER. 

American laborer competes with the world, but the clothes that Iron and steel bridges and structural work are manufactured 
co1er the backs of himself and his children, and the food that in my district, and from the same report I discover that the 
is placed upon his table, n.nd the shoes that he wears upon his market value of the production was $20,133,208, and the aggre
feet, and the hat that coYers his head is laden with a duty gate am·ount of wages paid $3,505,295, that the a1erage yearly 
which he must pay, and it is pretended that this is necessary earning was $464.89, and the average daily wage $1.52. How 
to sustain the Government of the United States. much of a family could any husband and father provide for on 

DOES IIIGH PROTECTION BE?\"'Eii'IT AMERICAN LAEOR'l . the yearly wage of $464.89? 
Now, we have considered the American laborer in the light THE PE~NSYLVANIA LEATIIER woRKEB. 

of when he competes with foreign labor. Let us see whether Much was said in a previous debate about shoe leather and the 
or not this .American labor is protected to the degree that is irreparable damage and vast loss that would come to the wage 
contended for it. Let us see whether or not the wages that earner in this br::tnch of business, yet I turn to this same report 
are paid him are so very mu~h in excess of th~ wag~s that ~re of this same Republican officeholder and find that for the year 
paid labor in foreign countries. Let us see if he is growmg 1909 the market value of the production of shoe leather, enam
rich and fat upon the wages that he receives for work per- eled and glazed kid, in the State of Pennsylvania was $19,
formed in the bowels of the earth or in the heat of the furnace. 949 502 while the magnificent amount of wages paid in the 
Let us see if he can clothe himself and his family and lade aggreg~te to the wage earners was $2,194,256, making a yearly 
his table with the necessaries of life, to say nothing of the average of $475.32, and an average daily wa~e of $1.58. And 
luxuries of life, upon the magnificent sum which he earns. this same Republican authority informs us that there were ac
Let us see what his total bill will be after he lays down his tually 1,850 Americans employed as against 2,07~ fo~eigners 
tools at the end of the year. Let us see if he can place a and 3 negroes in this branch of business. Let me mqUll'e who 
balance to his credit in the savings institutions of the country, is protected here? The manufacturer, the American, the for
or does he place his wages to the credit of the trusts and the eigner, or the negro? 
protected interests? Again let me refer to the report of the bureau of industrial 

THE PENNSYLVA...'.'IA coAL MINER. statistics of the state of Pennsylvania and see what was done 
From this same report, compiled by this same Republican in the way of manufacturing sole and harness leather in 1009. 

officeholder, I find that the total of value of coal mined in the The market value of the production in that year was $37,944,268 
State of Pennsylvania. in the year 1909 was $132,837,578; that and the aggregate amount of wages paid was $2,999,288, and the 
the average wages paid superintendents, foremen, and office average yearly earnings was $483.33 and the average daily wage 
men were $3,732,612. I find that the number of superintendents, was $1.41. Who gets this great balance of more than thirty 
foremen, and office force is 3,603. I find that the average num- millions of dollars? Let us look into another branch of leather 
ber of people employed was 173,003, and the aggregate wages production from the same report of 1909, viz, leather-belting 
paid to these employees were $00,680,216; that the average production: The market value of this production was $1,713,
yearly earnings of these men who mine the coal, toil all day, and 701 while the aggregate value of the amount of wages paid was 
expose themselves to accidents and death, who are not protected $17S,779, and the average ye!lrly earnings $489.57, and ~he 
by any employers' liability act, are $524.15, malting an average average daily wage $1.58. It will thus be seen that the operative 
daily wage, according to this report, of $2. I find in this same n.nd wage earner who works by the day secures one-tenth of 
book a statement of accidents in bituminous coal mining for the what he pr<>duces. The same authority informs us that the mar
year 1909, in which it is show_n that there was a total of 449 ket value of leather miscellaneous production for the year 1909 
:fatalities 4 151 nonfatal, making a total of 4,600. From the was $5 651,449, that the average amount of wages paid was 
same Republican authority I discover a comparative table in $380 222, that the average yearly earnings of these laborers was 
which it is shown that the average yearly earnings, beginning $438'.04 while the average daily wage was only $1.41; and it 
1903 and ending 1909, are as follows: might be interesting to quote that of this average daily wage of 

Average vearly earning-a. $1.41 the average to the male was $1.45 and to the female 93 

11~~~~~~~~~~~~~~1~~~~~~~~~~~~1~~~~ $!!!II ~~;i~[~~·~X~i~!~~;~~:r~ !~ 
Average daily earnings, same f)eriod. a.sit is to me, but I will finish with just one quotation from this 

iiH=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=-=~~;;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ $t: it ::: :~H~:,~~:;~r;t~:~~~~~ci;~I~E~£~i 
1907 =--------------------------------------------------- 2. 25 wool and woolens enter into this production. The market value 
1908------------------------------------------------ 1· 92 of this production was $15,388,382 ancl the aggregate amount of 
1900---------------------------.--~---------------------: 2· 00 wages paid was $4,315,546, the average yearly earning was 

rt might be of interest at this time to show from ~s com- j $277.26, and the average daily wage paid was 07 cents. In 
paratlrn table that ~e ayerage days of employment was. ; this industry there were employed 2,698 males, 11,032 females, 
1903------------------------------------------------------ 234 and 1,837 minors; the average yearly wage was $451.14 for the 
1904-----------------------------~----------------------- 204 males, $250.89 for the females, and $180.44 for the minors; and 
i88g----:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::,:-_-=::::::::::::::::=::::::::= ~g~ the average dai}Y wage, based upon 285 days, being the a'\".era!e 
1907 :::=-------------------------------------------------- 268 time of operation, was, males, $1.55; females, 88 cents,. a d 
1908-----------------------~-------------------------- 248 minors, 63 cents. These are the figures prepared and published 
1D03--------------------------------------------------- 279 in the state of Pennsylvania and reported to the governor of thn~ 

And while in no instance was he .employed more than 2.79 great State by one of its chief officers. These .figures show tha~ 
days in one year, yet we Im.ow that it was necessary for him the wage earner of Pennsylyania is poorly paid, and that what 
to clothe and feed his family for 365 days in a year. he does earn he spends for the support of his family. 

THE PE~XSYLYA..i."'ITA GLASS WORKER. -

A"'ain let us quote from this same book on the subject of glass 
botties ~nd tableware market in the State of Pennsyl\ania for 
the year 1909. We find that the market value of the production 

• was $15,615,089, while the aggregate amount of wages paid was 
$6 609 998, and the a yerage yearly wage wus $440.94, and an 
a\'era~e daily wage of $1.81. From this same authority we find 
that the market rnlue of the production of polished plate-glass 
market in Pennsyl'rania in the year 1909 was $8,774,240, while 
the aggregate amount of wages paid was $3,528,337 an~ the 
average yearly wage was $628.04, or an average wage daily of 
$.f.14. Window glass is produced to a very large extent in the 
district that I represent. The market value of that produc-

HIGH COST OF LIVING IN PE~XSYLVA.N"IA. 

Now let us turn for a few minutes and see what it costs for 
this wage earner to live in the State of Pennsylvania. In this 
same report I find that the secretary of internal affairs of Penn
sylvania caused an investigation to be made of the prices of 
foodstuffs. These prices were ascertained on April 28, 1910, at 
Uniontown the county seat of Fayette County, 38 miles from 
where I live, and, as the report says, these prices were found not 
to vary greatly from those obtained from other localities about 
the same period. Here are the quotations gi-r.en: 

Beef: Tenderloin and porterhouse, 25 cents per pound; sirloin, 22 
cents per pound; pin, 25 cents per poand ; round, 18 cents per pound; 
boiling and neck, 11 to 12n cents pe1· pound. 
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Pork: Loin and chops, 22 cents per pound; shoulder, 18 cents per would be a direct reflection upon the intelligence of the con-
pound; steak and boiling pieces not handled at this season. . · h. Lamb : Leg, 25 cents per pound ; chops, 30 cents per pound ; roast stituency w ich elected me to membership in this body to sup-
(loin ), 30 cents per pound. pose that they would believe me capable of blindly acquiescing 

Veal: Cutlet, 25 cents per pound; chops, 17 to 18 cents per pound; in a decision upon such an important matter and without an 
chlfi~ef~~<>k ~i ~~~i~ ~~~ ~~~~~-; roast, 17 to 18 cents pei· pound. opportunity for its proper consideration. What I have said 

Ham : Whole, 25 cents per TJound ; sliced, 30 cents per pound. should not be construed as an arraignment of the Committee on 
Bacon: Sliced or whole, 30 cents per pound; some at 28 cents per Ways and Mean , for I · believe they were inspired by a dis

pound. Chickens and ducks : Live, 22 to 23 cents per pound; dressed, 2s position to conserve the interests of the country and the party • 
cents per pound. as well; but. I repeat, I can not give my sanction and approval 

~~~~~~!': 1iri~h,2~0c~~~1l~~rp~~~~d; smoked, 12 cents per pound. to any legislation the propriety of and the nece sity for which I 
Eggs, 24 to 25 cents per dozen. have been unable, through lack of opportunity afl'.orded by the 
Butter, 35 to 38 cents per pound. caucus of my party, to understand and discuss. 
Lard, 20 cents•per pound. M Ch · th St t h. h I h th h · t t Flour: Winter wheat, 80 cents per 25-pound sack; blend, 85 cents r. airman, e a e w IC ave e onor m par 0 

per 25-pound sack; straight spring, 90 to 95 cents per 23-pound sack; represent on this floor rai es more sheep, produces more wool, 
fancy brands, $1 to $1.05 per 25-pound sack. and markets more mutton than that of all the districts repre-

l~~~~~~s,B~?d:f:i~~ ~gr c~~~e~r peck. sented by the majority of the members of the Ways and l\Ieans 
Tnrnips: New, 5 to 8 cents per bunch. Committee combined, and I think I am safe in saying that the 
Beets: New, 5 to 8 cC'nts per bunch. compari on would not suffer as respects my individual district 
Cabbage: Old, 6 cents per pound; new, 10 cents per pound. alone. 
Lettuce, 20 cents per pound. 
Onions: Green, 5 cents per bunch ; old, 3 pounds for 25 cents. I am neither young in years nor a noYice in political affairs, 
Carrots: New, 5 cents pe1· bunch. nor am I wholly unacquainted with the sheep industry, l\Ir. 
Sugar, 7 cents per pound, or 16 pounds for $1. Chairman. To the time I was 12 years of age I had never 
These are the p1·ices that are paid by the wage earners in worn an outer suit of clothes the material of which was not 

the district which I have the honor to represent. Clothes are clipped from my father's own flock of sheep, spun into thread 
not mentioned, nor are shoes. Besides these, the wage earner by the old spinning wheel, wo1en into cloth and made into 
is required to pay his rent and is required to pay for his fuel I a suit right on the farm-a home product in e--rery sense of 
and for his light. Thus it will be seen that little remains to the word. We did not have a great number of sheep, but we 
him at the end of the year. He can save but little. In most had over 100 negroes and a half dozen pinning wheels and 
of the industries I have mentioned his employment tends to two looms, which supplied the clothing for our entire family, 
incapacitate him for work as he grows older. His life of activity and as well that of our dependents, both white and black. Since 
and usefulness is not so long as that of others. I became of age there has never lJeen a time when I ha ·rn not 

1\Ir. Chairman, this bill is in line with the principles of the been, either directly or indirecUy, engaged in farming and 
Democratic Party and its platform and its pledges. It lifts stock growing pur uits, in which sheep, and all of its products, 
one of the many burdens from an already tax-burdened people. ha1e always claimed my favoring attention. 
It places within the means of the toiler the power to purchase I ham recounted this fragment of personal history, :Mr. 
with the fruits of honest labor the clothes that shield himself Chairman, as affording po sibly some justification for my hav
and family from the blasts of winter; that protect him from ing entertained a feeling of resentment toward the Committee 
the heat of the furnace and the deadly fire damp of the mine. on Ways and Means for absolutely ignoring in their delibera
It secures to all the necessities and comforts of life without tions one of the Members of this House who really knows 
impoverishing any. When our work is done, when we have something about the sheep industry, and who e judgment 
finished and passed this bill to the other end of- this Capitol, respecting any legislation affecting it might not have proven 
the strong, patient, and long-suffering American people will inconsequential. I will, however, say very frankly that that 
raise their grateful voices and call us blessed. [Loud applause 

1 

feeling of resentment was completely di sipated by a reading 
on the Democratic side.] of the bill as submitted and agreed upon in committee, for an 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman I yield to the 

1 

examination of its pr<Wisions gave ample evidence of the fact 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. RUCKER]. ' that the committee had not been in need of any information 

Ur. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, I am very much or a sistance that I, as a stock grower, or anyone else familiar 
obliged to the management of our side of this Hall for giving I with that business could furni h. Very greatly to my sur
me the honored opportunity of opening and closinO" the case on I prise and natural disappointment, the proposed measme failed 
my side. [Laughter.] There has not been anybod; here on our to contain one provision which in the remotest degree reflected 
side who has spoken from the sheep end of this question. the true interests of the sheep grower. I was equally sur-

It was with much reluctance and no little embarrassment prised that the purpose was candidly avowed that it was 
Mr. Chairman, that I addressed the House upon the Canadia~ the intention that the sheep industry shou1d be abandoned; 
reciprocity agreement and the farmers' free list bill, due to the that the 706,474 sheep growe1:s of this country should be given 
fact that I realized I stood alone in opposition to my party col- notice to seek other occupation, and that the $500,000,000 of 
leagues in the views I entertained and expressed respecting capital investe~ in t~at industry should be practically con
those measures and it is with similar reluctance and embar- fiscated. 1\Iy disappomtment grew out of the rebuke to the 
rassment, and for a similar cause, that I approach the disc~s- hope I had -cherishe<;t, that 'lli:e trium~ba.ntly reinstalled Demo
sion· of the pending measure to oppose its essential provisions. cr~tic Party, to. which I. cl~im allegiance,. would desene !he 

I am not an absolute unbeliever in the principle and policy faith recently reimposed m It by the coun.try and would e~Joy 
of caucus action, but I am unalterably opposed to the principle many years of usefulness. I could not brmg. my:ielf to behern 
and propriety of a caucus determination unless it is the outcome that tha~ great party, ~tron~ of P?rposeJ rich ill l?ng years 
of a full, fair, and free discussion of the merits, as well as of experience, and ~lor10us ill achievemep.t, could, rn an un
demerits, of any measure which it is proposed to enact into a ~arded. mo~ent, yiel~ to any ~mp~t10n. And I am re
law, and after ample opportunity has been afforded individual mmded, 1Il this connection, of the mglorious fate of Samson of 
.Members to give expression to their views upon the subject. It old. I am aware, o~ co~rse, th~t we are an. familiar wi~h 
is manifestly impossible, in the consideration of a measure of the potency of t_he ~ustoric teachings of the Bible, and their 
such far-reaching and vital importance to such a l.arge class of present-day apphcation, but le~t there be some who have not 
people, to accord it the full consideration it merits within the profi~ed by them, let me bnefiy record how Samson was 
restricted space of ten hours and a half for debate, especially begml.ed. . . . 
when such debate is confined to the members of the committee Delil~~' the beautiful degenerate, with ar~l witchery sought 
presenting the measure for caucus action. Such a time limit for pohtical purposes to know the secret of his strength. 
and such withholding of opportunity for an intelligent under- Tell me--
standing of the character and import of the proposed measure She said-
renders it impossible for any unbiased Member of this House 
conscientiously and under his oath to give his support to the 
resolution of the caucus. 

l\fr. Chairman, aside from the members of the Ways and 
:Means Committee, previous to the assembling of the caucus it 
is doubtful if there is a :Member of this body who knew j~st 
what rates were to be incorporated in this bill. It was an open 
secret that it was the purpose of the committee to carefully 
withhold the information, both from the l\fembers of the House 
and the public ~t large-a species of unjustifiaple cloture policy 
that I confess it is utterly beyond me to sympathize with. It 

I pray thee, wherein thy great strength Heth, and wherewith thou 
mightest be bound to afflict thee. 

Then said Samson, evasively, and mayhap suspiciously: 
If they bind me with seven green withs that were never dried, then 

shall I be weak, and be as another man. 
The narrative tells us how Samson facetiously invited the 

binding with the withes; again, with the "new ropes that never 
were occupied " ; and anon the " weaving of the seven locks of 
his head with the web," from which he severally quickly re
leased himself, until he finally lent himself to his own destruc
tion by revealing to the importunate siren the true source of 
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his might-his locks. "If I be shaven, then my strength will 
go from me, and I shall become weak." 

We can picture in vivid imagination her luring him into his 
fatal slumber under the soothing influence of the gentle stroke 
of her velvety hand, with his head resting upon her knee. She 
calls to the ready coconspirator, and Samson is shorn, undone, 
and rendered impotent. "The Philistines be upon thee, Sam-
on," she cries; and they fall upon him and blind him and take 

him to prison. [Applause.] 
This, Mr. Chairman, is the old familiar story of misdirected 

confidence and overcredulity. I can but wonder who was the 
fascinating and overweening Delilah who sat at the side of this 
sleeping giant, Democracy, and conspired to the deprivation of 
the source of its strength, and with it its golden opportunities. 
[Applause.] 

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Chairman, who is the ~onspirator in 
this case? Will the gentleman tell us? He pointed toward me. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. You are one of the Philistines. 
[Laughter.] 

Was it the result of a disposition to "crook the pregnant hinges 
of the knee" to the pet fetich of the Nebraskan of free raw ma
terial for everything, regardless of what it is? Were they to 
divide with him the sentimental prejudice against the " bleating 
of the lamb," of which we have read so much in his journal, the 
Commoner, in his characterization of the selfishness of the stack 
grower, or is it because they really believe what Mr. Bryan said 
in the issue of the paper of June 9, as follows: 

A heavy tax ls placed upon imported wool in the interest of the sheep 
owners of this country. Figures submitted by sheep men themselves dis
close that there are not to exceed 22,000 person.'> engaged in the indus
try-owners, herders, shearers, and all. In view of the fact that the 
wool tariff adds hundreds of millions to our clothing bill, it would be a 
great deal cheaper for the Government to pension these men several 
thousand a year each. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Mr. Chairman--
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Colorado yield 

to the gentleman from Florida? 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Certainly. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. Will the gentleman permit a ques

tion right there? 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Assuredly; and while you are at 

that I will find my place here. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. But I want my friend to hear what 

I have to say. 
l\fr. RUCKER of Colorado. Oh, I will hear you with pleasure. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. My friend does not mean to coincide 

with the views expressed by some distinguished leaders on the 
other side that the distinguished Nebraskan whom he refers to 
is still the leader of the Democratic Party, does he? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Well, sir, that will depend upon 
how you construe the resolution that was passed by the caucus 
the other night. [Laughter.] 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Now, does not my friend-' -
.Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. As far as I am personally con

cerned, I absolutely repudiate his leadership upon the proposi
tion that I am now considering. 

l\lr. CLARK of Florida. Will my friend permit me just a 
little further to suggest, does he not know that although that 
gentleman has been inveighing against the action of certain 
Democrats here, that in 1894, although the Democratic plat
form o.f 1892 had declared expressly for the repeal of the 10 
per cent tax on State banks, he, being a Member of this House, 
not only "Voted against the repeal, but made a speech against it? 

'Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I do remember that. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. Now, then, does not the gentleman 

also remember that although this distinguished gentleman from 
Nebraska inveighs against other Democrats for what he calls 
" bolting," he within the last year bolted . the Democratic State 
ticket in the State of Nebraska and opposed the Democratic 
nominee for governor? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Yes; but I do not want the gen
tleman to draw -such a parallel between the distinguished 
gentleman from Nebraska and myself. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. I am not trying to do so: 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Are you now meaning to say 

that I am bolting the Democratic Party? 
1\Ir. CLARK of Florida. Not at all, because I want to say 

to the gentleman from Colorado I think he is perfectly within 
his rights, because he simply in~·okes the rule of the caucus 
which permits him to do that. It is perfectly honorable and 
perfectly lawful and perfectly within the party lines, and no 
man can accuse him of bolting on that account, but what I do 
want to ask the gentleman is whether he thinks the gentleman 
who for three times has been honored by one of th_e great par
ties of the Nation by a nomination for the Presidency, who 
bolted the action of the ·Democratic National Convention not 

only for the 10 per cent tax on the bank proposition, but he 
bolted the nominee of his party for governor last year. Is he in 
any position to advise the Democratic Party a·s to principles and 
honor? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Well, I will say to the gentleman 
I have known the Nebraskan as long and possibly as intimately 
as anybody in this land. I know that he is obsessed upon this 
one proposition of free raw material. I am satisfied that there 
is not a man in the country who is as well posted upon matters 
generally as that gentleman, but I do believe he has been mis
led concerning this matter, for, as I ham already stated, he 
made an announcement in his paper of date of the 9th of 
this month that there were only 22,000 people in the United 
States who were engaged in the sheep business. 

The figures I have given you of the number of sheep owners 
in this country are taken from the United States Statistical 
Abstract, and must be regarded as correct as to the sheep 
owners, to say nothing of the number of herders and other em
ployees. 

Mr. MONDELL. Will the gentleman yield to me for a ques
tion? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. MONDELL. Do I understand it to be the gentleman's 

opinion that the view of the gentleman from Nebraska touch
ing the possibility of putting wool on the free list was, per
haps, affected particularly by the misinformation he had touch
ing the number of people interested in the industry? In other 
words, had he known there were a million instead of 22,000, 
would he have changed his views? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I would hardly say. I prefer to 
give him the benefit of the doubt as to whether he knew how 
important this question was, and consequently I do not want 
to be led into inveighing against Mr. Bryan and his doctrines 
outside of and beyond this one question. 

Mr. CLARK of Florida. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Certainly. 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. I would like to ask my friend if he 

understands that the doctrine of free raw materials is a Demo
cratic doctrine? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I know that it is not 
Mr. CLARK of Florida. Has it ever, by any Democratic 

national convention, been declared to be the policy of the Demo
cratic Party? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Never; and never has been enun
ciated by any enlightened and intelligent leader of our party. 

It will be observed, Mr. Chairman, that I am not responsible 
for the bringing on of this colloquy; it will also be observed that 
I hold Mr. Bryan in as high esteem as any man on this floor; 
and it will further be observed-and I wish to accentuate this 
idea-that I am neither in accord with the views entertained 
by Mr. Bryan, nor am I in accord with the majority of my 
party on this question; and therefore I am solely responsible 
for the views I have presented. What I have said and what 
I shall say is inspired by purely patriotic feelings and for the 
welfare of the Democratic Party. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, viewing the matter from a party stand
point, can you, my Democratic friends, view with equanimity 
the following. table, showing the sheep and goat owners in 1010 
in doubtful States? 

Cul.ifomia.- .•••••••.• _ -· ••...•• _ -- • -- -- •.• -· ·- -· ·- ·-. 
Colorado ••••••.• _. -_ •. _ ..•..• _ .. __ •.. _ •.. _ •• _ ••.•... 
Indiana •••••.....• -.• --.• -...• --.. ---..•..... --.. _ -_ 
Iowa._ .•.. ········-·-······-···-·········-··- ..•. ·-· 
JUa.ine ••••• - •••••••••••••••• -- ••••••••• - ••• - ·- -- ••••• 

=~Tl~::::: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Montana .••••••.. -.. --.•• -•• -•••..•• -.. -- . -•.•.• -•.. 
New Mexico_._ ....... _ ...... __ ..... _ ....... ·- .... _ .. 
New York __ ...•••. __ . ___ . __ .. __ ._ .. _ .... _ .. __ ..... . 
Ohio ......... ·-···-··-·-····-··-··--··--·---·- -·· ··· 

~~~ifi~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :: : 
i Grots. 

Sheep. Goat. 

4,070 
1,865 

38,461 
21,9!4 
ll,267 
24, 759 
44,203 
2, 303+ 1 2J7 
2, 770+15,810 

25,104 
71,906 
6, 462+14, 225 

26,147 
30,040 

3,136= 7,203 
1,185= 3,050 

=38,461 
=21,944 
=11 ,267 
=24, 759 
= 44,208 
= 2,510 
= 8,580 
= 2i 104 
=71:900 
= 10 . 
=2J;147 
=30,0W 

Now, my Democratic friends, you can Yery safely multiply 
the number of sheep owners in the United States, as shown by 
the above table, by four, and this simple mathematical calcu
lation will ren~al, with what must strike you with poteatial 
and significant force, the very respectable voting strength of 
these citizens of om country who are either directly or indi
rectly interested in the sheep-growing industry of the various 
States I have enumerated, and it is this not inconsiderable and 
somewhat influential element with whom you will soon be called 
upon to reckon and suggest a defense of your position upon the 
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pending measure. How will you meet them on your political 
"judgment day," and just how will you render an account of 
your stewardship? Let us pause awhile in some apprehension 
for the answer. 

I listened with much interest to the remarks of those gentle
men who favor this measure, with a view to ascertaining with 
what school of philosophy they are identified, when in one 
breath they tell us that wool, next to vegetable life, is most 
necessary for the human race; and in the next, as further indi
cated in the laborious effort in the report accompanying the 
bill, to show that the world's production of wool is on the de
crease, and not only not in this legislation but in none prom
ised is or will there be an effort to stay the hand of time 
against the day when the production will cease. I agree fully 
with them that this bill, if enacted into law, will lessen the 
production of wool here, but I deny that there has been any 
material reduction in the world's supply, barring a few years 
of drought, which is known to haYe existed in Australia and 
other countTies. But in the United States our production has 
increased about 54 per cent in the last 14 years, and there is not 
a sheep grower in the United States but who will inform you 
that if we are allowed the freedom of competition with the 
foreign grower, as contemplated by the present law, in less than 
10 years we would be producing more than we consume and 
haYe a surplus in addition. 

.Mr. Chairman, the people of the United States, aside from a 
natural sentiment, much prefer to patronize their home indus
try, knowing full well, as I shall later demonstate conclusively, 
that ours is the best quality of wool that is raised in the world, 
and that if the home industry is destroyed they will be at the 
mercy. of the foreign grower with respect to what they shall 
pay for an inferior article. The people of this country had an 
abiding object lesson of this. 1.rhey were promised, befQre the 
passage of the Wilson tariff bill, that the home industry would 
not be destroyed and that they would be enabled to purchase 
clothing at a lower rate. The magnificent result of the pas
sage of that bill and the net benefit to the people was a much 
inferior article of clothing and at no lower price, and the near 
de truction of the sheep industry. 

I characterized the passage of the "free-meat" provision of 
the farmers' free-list bill as a stupendous legislative blunder 
and a monumental outrage against the interests of the farmer 
and stock grower. I now say tlle same, with added emphasis, 
ns respects this insidious measure. There was absolutely no 
excuse for its birth, and there could be no logical apology for 
lts existence. 

l\1r. Chairman, I am not, as is well known, a protectionist 
in the commonly accepted definition of that somewhat elastic 
and much-abused term, but I think I voice the sentiment of ap
pro--ral of the American producer when I say that I view with 
favor the incidental benefit and protection, if you please, that is 
afforded the articles of domestic production that are not on 
the free list, by the mutual competition of similar articles of 
foreign production that enter this country. This, I take it, in 
the last analysis, is the true, honest, and correct principle of 
protection in one aspect of the situation. · 

I can not, however, be too strong in condemnation of the 
thoroughly un-American and really recreant policy of enacting 
legislation which places it within the power of the speculator, 
vaguely denominated the "middle man," to not only rob the 
American sheep owner of the just and merited fruits of his 
labor but ·also to deprive the Government of revenue receipts 
aggregating more than $7,000,000, as is the case in this instance, 
every dollar of which he appropriates to his own selfish purposes 
while he reaps a golden harvest from the proceeds of his 
nefarious work, importing no greater amount of wool than he 
has been importing under the present bill, and we have already 
seen that he has been importing much more than has been con
sumed. It has been suggested in a nebulous way that the ulti
mate consumer will be benefited by this measure, but is it not 
irresista bly logical that as long as there is no specific law on the 
statute book which compels him to sell at a stipulated price 
it is within his power, and it is perfectly needless to say he will 
not fail to avail of it, to charge what he pleases and ·" bear" 
the market to the unfortunate producer? 

Mr. Chairman, I concede to no man on this floor a greater 
deYotion to and longer services in the maintenance of the 
principles of our party. There are few if any Members on this 
floor who enjoy as I do the rare distinction of having voted 
for 11 different nominees of the Democratic Party for the 
presidency. In a majority of those elections I was not only 
one of the modest counselors in the party but was a candidate 
for elector or some office. I think I am as well informed as the 
ordinary Member of what otir party has stood for in the past 
ancl the place it occupies to-day with reference to the tariff, and 

my vote against the reciprocity agreement, and against the free
meat clause of the farmers• free-list bill, and my position on this 
bill I claim to be in strict accord with Democratic doctrine as 
declared by our Democratic platforms, as well as consjstent 
with the intelligent thought expressed by the foremost of our 
statesmen. 

Hear what President James K. Polk said in his message 
which preceded the Walker tariff law: . 

The terms " protection to domestic industry " are of popular import, 
but they should apply under a just system to all the various branches 
of industry in our country. The farmer or planter who toils yearly 
in his fields is engaged in " domestic industry," and is as much en
titled to have his labor "protected " as the manufacturer, the man of 
commerce, .the navigator, or the mechanic who are engaged also in 
" domestic industry " in their different pursuits. The joint labors of 
all these classes constitute in the aggregate the "domestic industry " 
of the Nation, and they are equally entitled to the Nation's " protec
tion." 

And the author of the bill of 1842, Mr. Walker, said: 
It discriminates in favor of the manufacturer and against agricul

ture by imposing many higher duties upon the manufactured fabric 
than upon the agricultural product out of which it is made. 

Andrew Jackson said: 
The agricultural interest of our country is so essentially connected 

with every other, and is so superior in importance to them all, that it 
is scarcely necessary to invite to it your attention. It is principally 
as manufactures and commerce tend to increase the value of agricul
tural productions and to extend their application to the wants and 
comforts of society that they de erve the fostering care of gove1·nment. 

The general rule to be applied in graduating duties upon articles 
of foreign growth or manufacture is that which will place our own in 
fair competition with those of other countries, and the inducements to 
advance even a step beyond this point are controlling in regard to those 
articles which are of primary necessity in time of war. 

Albert Gallatin said: 
as shall be consistent with the purposes of revenue and equal ln its 
operation on the difierent pa.rts of the United States, and on the various 
interests of the same. · 

The Democratic platform of 1888 declared: 
Our established domestic industries and enterprises should not and 

need not be endangered by U:ie reduction and correction ot the burdens 
of taxation. On the contrary, a fair and careful revision of our ta:x: 
laws, with due allowance for the difference between the wages of 
American and :(!>reign labor, must promote and encourage every branch 
of such industries and enterprises by giving them assurance of au 
extended market and steady and continuous operations. 

The Democratic platform of 1896 declared: 
We hold that tariff duties should be levied for purposes of revenue, 

such duties to be so adjusted as to operate equally throughout the 
country, and not discriminate between class or section, and that tax
ation should be limited by the needs of the Government honestly and 
economically administered. 

The Democratic platform of 1904 said: 
So levied a.s not to discriminate against any industry, class, or sec

tion, to the end that the burdens of taxation shall be distributed as 
equally as possible. 

I am addressing myself to this bill as if it declared straight 
out for free wool, because I will show before concluding that 
at the present price of wool in this country it is as disastrous 
to the woolgrower as if the declaration should be for free 
wool absolutely. And it is not without amusement that I ha"\"e 
witnessed the controversy going on between l\Iembers on this 
side. Some are trying to uphold the bill because it is pro
tection, others would like to defeat it 'because it is protection, 
and it is also rather humorous to listen to the controversy that 
has been indulged in between the distinguished Nebraskan and 
those here in favor of the small duty placed upon wool in 
the bill • 

I do not think this distinguished citizen of Nebraska need 
tear off more than his outer shirt concerning the position 'Of 
our distinguished friends, the honorable Speaker, our honored 
leader the gentleman from Alabama, Mr. UNDERWOOD, and 
others for, from my viewpoint, the inoculation of these leaders 
with the protection germ for the wool industry will not bring on 
even the mildest incipient case of varioloid. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Chairman, if the references I have given do not commit 
the Democratic Party to the doctrine of free wool, then we 
should look elsewhere for reasoni:; for the passage of this bill. 
I am not a close student of the Bible, though I believe in the 
Book; I aqi possibly more fai:nua! ~ith the laws of our coun
try, and I fail to find either m divme or human law any au
thority, under any condition or circumstance, that would jus
tify this Government in passing a law to take a dollar from my 
pocket and transfer it to that of my neighbor, nor the bread 
that belongs to the mouths of my children to those of my neigh
bor's. I believe that immoral principle is here invoked, and, 
believing that, my conscience withholds my vote for this bill 
in its present form. It is worse than that; it does not go to 
the mouths, nor my neighbor's children, but to the foreign 
producer. Now, if from first to last I do not establish the propo
sition I make, then my attitude allows criticism, but that criti
cism should not go beyond a reflection upon my intelligence. 
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Mr. Chairman, it is often said that a Congressman's vote 

upon the tariff question is controlled by the interests involved 
to his immediate constituents. Whilst I deny that is entirely 
so in my case, yet I am not without sufficient reason to oppose 
this measure, viewed from that standpoint. 

l\Iy State is credited with having a million and a half of 
sheep in 1910, but the number was very much greater than 
that. However, that would place her about seventh in rank o.f 
sheep-producing States of the Union. Besides, we have 37,669 
goats, the clip of which is of vast importance to our State, and 
which also comes under the ban of this bill. We have 1,865 
farms producing sheep and 1,185 farms producing goats, and I 
think it is safe to calculat.e there are at least 4 adults con
nected with or dependent upon the industry of each farm; there 
would therefore be 12,200 such persons, the same being one
eighth of the voting population, which, measured by the differ
ence between the two parties in that State, would equal if 
not exceed a majority. And whilst it is neither here nor 
there, so far as the merits of this question are concerned, never
theless, as a devotee of the Democratic Party, I can not close 
my eyes to the fact that in my judgment there will be at lea~t 
12,200 votes, regardless of party, that will be cast against any
one who believes in destroying these two industries of our 
State. The woolgrowers of that State drank very deeply from 
tbe bitter cup of adversity that followed the enactment of the 
Wilson law. The people of my district during the past winter 
and spring lost upon their feeding of lambs over a million and 
a half dollars. Whether justified or not, they believe the 
hue and cry of the high cost of living, accompanied by the 
threat of the free importation of meats by subsequent legis
lation, brought about this loss. Moreover, since the 1st day 
of May, consequent to the depression in the price of wool, 
occasioned by the introduction of this bill, they have lost on 
their wool clip over $400,000. This statement is based upon the 
wool clip of 1910, as given by the Statistical Abstract, and upon 
advice by wire I have just received that their loss will be not 
le s than 5 cents per pound, and I regard these figures as ex
tremely conservative. Further, not only in Colorado, but else
where, the sheepmen ha-ve for years been obliged to borrow 
money to keep up their foals, expecting always that wool prices 
and mutton prices would go up. 

The wool speculator takes advantage of this situation at all 
times, and he is especially active in his inactivity to purchase at 
the present time, believing that prices will lower. The banker 
is anxious and is insisting upon his money ; therefore the poor 
sheep grower is confronted with the importunate banker, the 
rapacious speculator, the manufacturer, and the Woolen Trust, 
clamoring for cheaper wool. 

Beyond that, Mr. Chairman, we have a young and rapidly 
growing Commonwealth. The injury to one industry has al
ways a reflecting and baleful influence upon all others. Our 
State was nearly depopulated at one time by reason of the de
monetization of silver. We are to-day cursed and tax-ridden by 
the Federal Government in its "new national " doctrine of capi
talizing all our natural resources to produce an asset for rev
enue purposes, and it has driven thousands upon thousands of 
our best citizens away, retarding beyond measure, in many ways 
I have not time to point out, the settlement and development of 
our State. 

We live a long way from a central market for our products. 
Our sources of revenue from cultfration of the soil is now, and 
for many years to come must be, from the raising of live stock. 
With free trade with Canada, free meats from the world, and 
free wool, in my judgment, the clock of progress in our State 
will be turned back a quarter of a century. 

Ur. Chairman, as I have said, I read in vain our platforms to 
find we are pledged to the Canadian agreement, the free-meat 
clause in the farmers' free list bill, or the passage of this bill. 
I search in vain through the columns of debates in the Sixty
first Congress on the tariff bill, and I remember the speeches 
made during the campaign of 1908 and 1910 by our Democratic 
leaders, but I neither find in one or the other a syllable express
ing a promise for free wool should our party be elevated to 
power. It certainly was not heard upon the stump in Colorado, 
nor did it find expression in any of the many Democratic jour
nals of that State over the period mentioned. 

I could, Mr. Chair~n, bring myself to a more patient pass 
should I have heard anyone upon this floor undertake to demon
strate that the consumer would obtain a benefit from the pas
sage of the wool provision in this bill. And here let me say 
that the duty on raw wool has never been a feature in regulat
ing the price paid by the consumer for woolen clothing, because 
the amount of wool that enters into a suit of all-wool clothing 
is so small as to be of no consideration when compared to the 
enormous profits of the middleman. The average suit of clothes 

requires 3i yards of cloth weighing from 10 to 14 ounces per 
yard. A 12-ounce cloth, then, if made of all wool, would require 
approximately 8 pounds of average American wool as it comes 
from the sheep. This wool is now selling at 16 cents a pound ; 
therefore the woolgrower is receiving less than $1.30 for fur
nishing all the wool that goes to make a suit of clothes. If you 
figure out the price he is receiving for the wool, namely, 16 
cents per pound, and what it has cost him to produce it, he is 
losing in the furnishing· of that 8 pounds of average American 
wool from 25 to 40 cents per suit; in other words, even under 
the present law he is making a present to every person pur
chasing a suit of clothes of from 25 to 40 cents out of his labor 
and capital. And Heaven only knows what his loss would be 
measured by the present bill. 

I will deflect for a time to the consideration of the objec
tion to the ad valoren;i mode of fixing the duty as against the 
specific duty. Ad valorem duties are unfair to the grower 
of wool, as well as the users of woolen clothing, and offer 
most protection at a time when least is needed and the least 
protection when most is needed. For example, on a 20 per cent 
ad valorem basis-that being the basis of this bill-when wool 
is 20 cents per pound in London the duty would be 4 cents per 
pound; when wool is 10 cents per pound in London-when we 
most need protection-the duty would be 2 cents per pound. Ad 
valorem duties always lead to undervaluation and put a pre
mium on dishonesty and tend to drirn honest importers out of 
the business. 

Wool is a commodity possessed of many variations. It is 
imported from nearly every nation on the globe, including many 
that are but partly civilized. It is bought in different man
ners-some direct from the grower, some through commission 
men, and some at the market places. Considering the wide va
riation in quality, the great number of nations from which it is 
imported, and the different methods of purchasing it, it is per
fectly absurd to assume that any customs official should place 
any different valuation upon imported wool other than that 
given by the im-porter. 

It is asserted that our customs officials could ascertain the 
value at which a shipment of wool was sold in the foreign 
market. This in some instances may be true, but, as I have 
said, much of our wool is not bought at public auction, and that 
which is bought at such sales could easily, on account of the 
insignificant charge for water transportation, be reshipped from 
the point of purchase to some other port and thence rebilled for 
shipment to the United States, thus most effectually defeating 
any effort to determine the point of origin of the consignment. 

'I'he value of wool rests largely upon the amount that it may 
shrink when scoured, and the only way our customs officials 
could even hope to arrive at an estimate of the foreign value of 
the consignment of wool would be to scour samples of it ~d 
obtain its value in that manner. This law, however, does r Qt 
permit such a procedure. 

Most honest importers are opposed to the ad valorem basis, 
for on such a basis they must either adopt the tactics of the 
most dishonest importer or be driven from business by unfair 
competition. 

In all fairness l may ask how our customs officials could de
termine the foreign value of a shipment of wool purchased direct 
from the grower, or through some commission firm, in Egypt, 
Peru, or Russia. 

The ad ·valorem duties are unfair to the consumer of woolen 
clothing, for under their operation only the lower grades or 
cheaper wools will be imported. It is only natural to assume 
that if the duty on a good wool, costing 20 cents per pound, is 
4 cents, and a poorer wool costing 10 cents per pound could be 
imported. for 2 cents, it naturally follows that the importer will 
select the poorer wool in order to effect a saving in duties. This 
practically would rob our producers and consumers by loading 
the country up with inferior wools. 

The operation of ad valorem duties may be fairly estimated 
from the result of the tariff upon carpet wools during the past 
year. The present duty on carpet wools provides that wools 
valued at 12 cents per pound or less shall be admitted f6r 4 
cents duty; if valued at over 12 cents per pound, the duty is 7· 
cents per pound. This, in effect, is an ad valorem duty. Last 
year's custom reports ~how that out of 115,000,000 pounds of 
carpet wool imported over 70 per cent came in valued at less 
than 12 cents per pound and paid the duty of 4 cents per pound, 
and less than 30 per cent was valued at over 12 cents per pound 
and paid the duty of 7 cents per pound. This occurred at a time 
when carpet wools were extremely high abroad, and when many 
well-informed people estimate that over 90 per cent of them 
probably cost in excess of 12 cents per pound and should have 
paid the 7-cent duty. The gross frauds apparently practiced 
in these carpet wools convinced many that this ad valorem 
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duty should be abolished and a flat specific duty given to all All of these wools were skirted and paid a duty on the grease 
carpet wools. pound of 11 cents. Since the New Zealand wools averaged about 

It is a common argument of those who seek the destruction 34 per cent in shrink, the importer paid in duty 17 cents to ob
of the sheep industry that that has nothing to do with the main- fain sufficient wool to make 1 pound of scoured wool. 
tenance of the industry. Emry statistic available as to our The average shrink of the wools from South America was 34 
sheep industry refutes this argument. By examining the re- per cent. Therefore, the importer paid in dnty about 17 cents 
port of the Secretary of Agriculture, we find that 1n 1897, fol- to obtain 1 pound of scoured wool. 
lowing free trade in wo<Tl, the number of sheep in the United The duty paid to obtain a pound of Australian seoured wool 
States was 36,819,000, valued at $1.82 per head, or a total value was a trifle higher, but I am informed does not exceed 22 cents. 
of $67,021,000. In the year 1910 the same report shows 57~- On all of the above wools the law says the duty on a pound 
216,000 sheep, valued at $4.08 per head, with a. total value of of scoured'. wool shall be 33 cents, yet, as I have shown, in reality 
~233,664,000 . . Thus showing an increase of sheep, after 14 years 

1 

about half of this is collected on sufficient wo_ol in the grease to 
of protection, of approximately 50 per cent and an increase in produce 1 pound of scoured wool. 
value of 248 per cent. You will readily understand that if 3 pounds of our western 

In addition to this enormous increase we must recall the wool are required to make 1 pound of scoured wool, and if suffi
fact that in 1897 we were normally consuming about 8,000,000 cient foreign wool to make 1 pound of scoured wool can be 
muttons per year, while in the year 1910 it is estimated we con- imported for, sayt 18 cents in duty, the actual protection our 
sumed between 15,000,000 and 16,000,000 muttons. Had the con.- growers receive against foreign wool would be one-third of 18 
supmtion of mutton not increased and had wool production cents,. or 6 cents per pound. We are charged with getting 11 
been yery profitable during the past 14 years~ it is safe to as- cents protection on class 1 wool, when in reality we baye but 
sume that to-day our wool production would fully equal home little more than half of this ame>unt, and in every argument 
demands. made ·against the tariff on raw wool they have calculated the 

Again, in determining the number of our sheep, we must not increased cost of clothing to the consumer by reason of this 
lose sight of the fact tlmt the national forests during the past tariff, upon the assumption that the growers received the full 
five years have been a factor in somewhat decreasing their protection the law intended to give. 
numbers by the withdrawing of grazing privileges. Now, when we consider class 2 wools, the situation is just as 

The woolgrowers have not, for inany years, receiYed the full bad. These are the wools taken from the mutton sheep, s11ch 
protection the law specifies and which it intended they shonld as should be extensively raised throughout all portions of this 
receive. Nation and a sheep which we can , raise as good, if not he~ter, 

When the Morrill law was first passed, in 1867, the duty that than any other portion of the world. These sheep are largely 
it gave to the sheepm:m upon wool was based upon the fact English breeds of sheep, some of which produce what is kn0wn 
that foreign wool and domestic wool shrunk about the same as the luster wools, and I am told by manufacturers and by 
amount during the process of scouring, or approximately 66! cloth importers that the United States can nnd does produce the 
per cent~ In other words, it required 3 pounds of grease wool, best luster wool raised in the world. Now it has been asserted 
either foreign or domestic, to produce 1 pound of scoured wool. that we do not raise these class 2 wools. This is a falsehood, 
Foreign and domestic wools at that time did shrink from 60 to and I want to say that the sheep breeders of this Nation are 
75 per cent, and therefore the protection given the grower prepared to produce all the class 2 wool that this country can 
against a pound of foreign wool was equal to the protection in- ever consume any time they are gi;en a modest degree of pro
dicated in the law. The importer of wool soon saw that under tection which would permit its production. 
this arrangement he was paying a duty on dirt and grease, and The law says the duty on 1 pound of wool of class 2, either 
forthwith set about to obtain foreign wools of lighter shrink- washed or unwashed, is 12 cents per pound. We imported 
age, in order that he might get more scoured wool for the same Ia.st year 31,000,000 pounds of this class of wool, shrinking from 
amount of duty. Foreign growers being anxious to meet the 16 to 26 per cent, and averaging not to exceed 20 per c nt. 
.American demand, began the production of light-shrinking wool Therefore the importer obtained enoqgh of this class of ' "·ool 
through care in their sorting and preparation for our markets. in the grease to make 1 pound of scoured wool for 15 cents in 

The wools were sorted and those of light shrinkage packed duty. The shrink of this class of wool is :i matter of record 
separately for the American markets. The cross-bred wools and was testified to before the House Ways and .lleans Corn
were substituted for the fine merino, and all wools were par- mittee two years ago, and is fully established. If there be those 
tially willowed before being packed. These efforts on the part who doubt the accuracy of these figures a.s to shrinr>:age of for
of the foreign grower soon resulted in a material reduction in eign wools, I would refer them to page 20 of the " Wool Yenr 
the shrinkage of foreign wools, and the climax was reached Book," a standard publication of the wool industry of Engiund, 
when the skirting clause was added to Schedule K. This clause published by the Technical College, Bradford, England, antl to 
permitted the foreign grower to skirt-that is~ remove the the further fact that these statements have been made by men 
necks, legs, bellies, tags, or locks from every fleece of wool and who know the wool industry. 
permitted the importation of the light-shrinking remainder of No one denies that our importers handle only the lightest 
the fleece, without additional duty. It must be apparent to all shrinking wool, on account of the reduction in duty. In the 
that the removal of these parts of the fleece removed the part foreign markets the term "suitable for American trade:,. always 
containing the greatest shrink, and is an injustice to the Amer- means light shrinkage. 
ican grower, who must sell his fleeces intact. The skirts re- In referring further to the actual protection received by our 
moved from foreign fleeces are not imported and are used by growers, it has been repeatedly charged and never succeEsfully 
foreign manufacturers. The skirting process has gone on until denied that carpet wools imported at 4 or 7 cents per pound 
to-day practically all of the class 1 wools imported into the are used to a considerable extent in the manufacture of cloth
United States are skirted wools. ing4 The extent to which th~se wools are used for this purp se 

In this process of evolution wools which shrank from 60 to can not be accurately ascertained and can only be estim!lted 
75 per cent as imported in 1867 shrink from 26 to 52 per cent from the fact that carpet wools are advertised for "better tban 
us now imported. Of course, this assertion means that a cross- carpet purposes," and by the further fact that one most fre
bred wool has been substituted for a merino and that the quently sees upon the streets and in the stores suits of clothing 
merino itself has been materially reduced in shrinkage. made from carpet wool. The use of these wools for clothing 

American wools average 61 per cent in shrink, and the wools purposes is admitted by the manufacturers of carpets in t~eir 
of Montana, Wyoming> Idaho, Washington, Oregon, Nevada, brief submitted to the Ways and Means Committee. E-rnry 
Utah, Colorado, Texas, Kansas, California, Arizona, and New pound of carpet wool used for clothing purposes displaces a 
l\!exico shrink on an average of from 63 to 69 per cent. There- pound of American-grown wool and defrauds our woolgrowers 
fore these heavy-shrinking wools have been displaced by im- out of the protection the law intended to give them. 
ported wools shrinking on. an average of but little more than The shrinkage of foreign-grown wools has grown less year by 
half ~f what our wools shrink, and as a re~nlt our grow~rs.have year~ and will continue to grow less as time goes on. Just as 
but little more than half of the protection the law mtended this shrinkage decreases, the actual protection afforded to our 
them to have. growers also decreases. 

We imported in 1909 about 2Q.OOO,OOO pounds of class 1 wool It must be conceded by all that the cost of producing woo? 
from New Zealand. ~ese wools shrunk when sco~ed from 26 in this country is far greater than it was when the Morrill 
to 38 per cent> averagmg about 32 to 34 per cent shrmk. law was first passed. In fact the cost is gradually increa.s

We imported from South America over 57,000,000 pounds of ing each year and is now 50 per cent greater than it was just 
class 1 wool,. shrinking from 30 to 39 per cent and averaging n. few years ago. During all this time that the CClst of pro
about 34 per cent. ducing American wool has been increa&'ing, the nctual protec

We imported from Australia 60,000,000 pounds of class 1 tion that our growers receive from tbe tariff against foreign 
wool, shrinking from 38 to 54 per cent,, with very little shrink wool has. been decreasing, due to the decreasing shrink of 
as high as 50 per cent. imported wools, and the wonder is, not that we do not pro-



1911. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE .. 2265 
duce all the wool consumed in this country, but that we do 
produce as much as we do. 

It has been stated that this bill, at 20 per cent ad valorem, 
gi1es the grower a protection of 5 cents per pound, but in 
view of the light shrinkage of imported wools, an evil which 
is not corrected by this bill, the actual protection that it would 
afford onr growers against imported wool would be from 2 to 
3 cents per pound, not taking into account the fraud that 
would be practiced by undervaluations. Figuring 3 pounds 
of our Western wool to make 1 pound of scoured wool, our 
protection per pound under this bill would be approximately 
2.9 cents, if undervaluation was not practiced. This is but 
little more than sufficient to equalize the difference in the 
cost of transporting wool from foreign countries to Boston 
and from our Western States to Boston. The Western wool
grower pays from $1.75 to $2.50 per hundred pounds for freight 
on his wool in the grease to Boston, Philadelphia, or New 
York, the poillts to which our wool must be shipped; Wool 
can be laid down in Boston or New York from South America 
at less than one-half cent per pound in the grease. And every-

. one knows that wool is produced in the great producing coun
tries of the world for less than one-half the cost of production· 
in the United States. 

The cost of producing wool in the United States is a matter 
of record and will be found fully itemized in the hearings be
fore the Senate Finance Committee in the brief presented for 
the National Woolgrowers' Association by Messrs. Hagenbarth, 
Stericker, and Knollin. 

The amount of money paid to labor by our woolgrowers 
ranges from 75 cents to $1.25 per· head, amounting in the aggre
gate to $60,000,000 per year. The number of laborers engaged 
in caring for our sheep is oyer 1'50,000, and this figure does 
not include those engaged in other lines of industry dependent 
upon the sheep industry for its existence. The census shows 
about 756,474 individual woolgrowers in the United States. 

Our Nation has built up a sheep industry which supplies our 
people with 330,000,000 pounds of the best wool in the world. 
American wool is superior to imported wool and outwears it, 
grade for grade, to a considerable degree. It is stronger, works 
better, wears better, and is better than imported wool. Our 
Government recognizes this fact, and in all contracts which it 
lets for woolen clothing for our Army and Navy specifies that 
only American-grown wool can be used in their manufacture. 
As tending to show the quality of foreign wools that are largely 
imported into this country, and upon which our people would 
ha r-e to depend for their clothing if our sheep industry is struck 
down, I submit the following statements from the Wool Year
book previously referred to. This book gives the quality and 
uses of foreign wool and ours: 

South American wools: Used as cheap material for blending or medium
quality dre~s goods. The weakness found in these wools are in strength 
and uniformity, this being somewhat marked. 

African wools : These wools are slightly inferior in strength and are 
indifferent as to felting quality. Used as cheap material for blending 
or for medium-quality dre ·s goods. 

American wools : Used for the best grade for American trade. 

It has been asserted that the sheep industry was limited in 
scope, but thi is misrepresentation. The sheep industry ob
tains in practically er-ery State in the Union, and it is an 
industry that should be maintained upon eyery American farm. 

It is belieYed by some that the wool men make an immense 
profit from the production of mutton; but, unfortunately! mut
ton production has not been profitable. The report of the 
Department of Agriculture shows that the average price paid 
the woolgrower for 100 pounds of mutton in Chicago during 
the past six years is $5.13. This certainly is a reasonable 
price. and its production at this price has lost millions of dol
lars to the American sheep breeders. If the consumer has 
paid more than this for his mutton, the woolgrower did not get 
the difference and can not be blamed for the cost of meat at 
retail. 

If we slaughter in this country annually 15,000,000 mutton 
they will average, dressed, approximately 50 pounds each'. 
Therefore the sheep industry furnishes our people with 750,-
000,000 pounds of meat per year. A reduction in the tariff . on 
wool in the past, when the cost of production was low, has al
ways meant a serious reduction in the number of sheep. A 
reduction in the duty now, when cost of production is high, 
means the destruction of the sheep industry and the removal o.f 
this annual meat supply of 750,000,000 pounds. This can not 
help but be reflected in the upward price of other meats. It is, 
therefore of vital interest to the average citizen that we main
tain our sheep industry in order that our people may have 
access to an increasing supply of meats. Mutton is recognized 
as a most desirable food on account of .the fact that it is 
nutritious, low in price, and not bulky in volume, and to the 
further fact that sheep suffer from no contagious disease com-

municable to man. The reports of the United States Bureau of 
Animal Industry indicate that less than one-tenth of ·1 per cent 
of the sheep inspected by its employees are condemned, some
thing that can not be said for other meat foods. 

A strenuous effort is made to demonstrate that the lowering 
of the duties on imported wool will not reduce the production 
in this country. On the other hand, those who oppose the re
duction provided in the bill say that it necessarily will curtail 
the home production, and the arguments in support of the one 
or the other position center around the conditions prevailing 
just before, during, and just after the period when the Wilson 
tariff law of 1894 was enacted. 

It would seem that it would be entirely unnecessary to go to 
that period or any other to solve the question, for the reason 
that it seems to me it goes without saying that since the imports 
and the local production combined are sufficient as a supply for 
home consumption that the importation of one pound more 
would necessarily tend to curtail the local or home production, 
for we must assume that it would lower the price, the doing of 
which would curtail the production. This must be true unless 
the price will rise out of proportion to the increased supply . 

However, let us briefly examine the history of the wool busi
ness over the period of time mentioned. 

The bill went into effect in 1895. Our production was 309,-
748,0UO. Iu 1896 it fell to 274,708,000 pounds; in 1897, the last 
year of the law, it fell to 259,153,251 pounds, a decrease of 
50,594,749. The production since has constantly grown. In 
1910 it was 281,363,000, showing an increase of 26 per cent. 

Now, look at the imports. In addition to the imports _of wool, 
we imported in three and one-half years under the Wilson bill 
76,736,522 pounds of waste noils, rags, and shoddy. This 
reduced to its wool equivalent amounts to 230,209,566 pounds; 
in other words, it displaced that amount of our wool in the 
grease. Adding the above imports of shoddy, the wool imports, 
the total import of wool for the Wilson bill was 1,018,005,522. 
Compare this with the imports of shoddy, and so forth, during 
the three years beginning with 1898, which amounted to only 
1,250,377 pounds, or an equivalent of our wool in the grease of 
3,751,131 pounds. Add to this the imports of wool from 1898 
to 1900, which amounted to 365,459,000, giving us a total import 
of only 369,210,000 pounds of wool and its equivalent in shoddy, 
showing an excess of importation .under the Wilson bill of 
shoddy of 226,458,435 pounds, and an increase of wool imports 
of 422,337,000 pounds, or an increase in wool, shoddy, and so 
forth, during the period of the Wilson bill of 648,795,491 pounds. 

Now, in the face of these figures, where is the man who has 
the assurance to say that the Wilson bill had no effect upon the 
importation of wool, the kind of clothing, and so forth, and by 
the same token can he say that the American woolgrower will 
not be injured by the enactment into law of the present bill? 

Besides there was carried over from 1895, 194,724,651 pounds; 
from 1896, 393,986,523 pounds; from 1897, 794,484,726 pounds ; 
from 1898, 761,515,011 pounds ; from 1899, 589,891,246 pounds; 
from 1900, 494,073,762 pounds; from 1901, 396,818,135 pounds; 
from 1902, 314,760,961 pounds; from 1903, 286,097,713 pounds; 
from 1904, 283,622, 700 pounds ; from 1905, 253,524,107 pounds; 
from ·rnoG, 180,299,002 pounds; from 1907, 158,115,586 pounds; 
from 1908, 228,515,586 pounds. 

.rTow, this is O"\""er and above consumption and export. It 
demonstrates beyond question that during these 13 years the 
importer and speculator had a firm grip upon the wool business. 
With this large surplus on hand, from time to time he was en
abled to manipulate the market against the stock grower as 
well as the manufacturer, and since 1908 there has been carried 
over not so much, but many million pounds. On the day this 
bill was introduced I wired to the customs officers in New York, 
Boston, and Philadelphia and ascertained that there was in 
bond in warehouses imported wool equivalent to one-fifth of our 
production for the year of 1910. And if there be added to this 
our surplus held by speculators, there is every reason to believe 
the entire amount will be somewhere in the neighborhood of 
the other figures I have given. 

Now, you propose by this bill to exactly double the power of 
the speculator and importer to manipulate the market and drive 
down the price of the home sheep grower's wool by cutting the 
duties the importer did pay in half, thus enabling him to rob the 
Government of more than the $7,000,000, that being the amount 
of revenue we give up under the bill. You see that he was not 
only willing to pay the duties under the present _law, but to 
import more than was needed for consumption; so, as a revenue 
measure, the bill must prove worse than a failure. 

It is known that sheep will eat and destroy over 300 different 
varieties of weeds. Before I was pressed into the service of 
the Government for years• they were the only lawn mower I 
had on my place. They are the only positive exterminators of 
the dandelion. Extracts from many of the glands of the ani-



~266 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- HOUSE. JUNE 17, 

roal are now recognized by the medical profession as being ab
solutely necessary for the nourishment of the ill and staying 
the hand of death, and especially is it valuable as a remedy for 
that aggramting and persistent affection-asthma. 

It has grown to be a custom to refer to our venerable Secre
tary of Agriculture, Mr. Wilson, as nn authority upon all sub
jects pertaining to stock growing. I wish to read you what he 
says about sheep and the sheep industry of this country, and I 
especially commend it to my fellows on this side who speak so 
hopefully of the extermination of sheep: 

SECRETARY WILSON'S LETTER. 
I regret very much that it is impossible for me to nccept your kind 

invitation nnd attend the annual meeting o:f your association. It gives 
me pleasure, however, to send representatives of the Department of 
Agriculture and to write this message to the conv~ntion. 

I look upon the development of the sheep industry as a positive 
necessity for the agriculture of the country, and it should be encouraged 
all along the line. 

Owing to the increase in the prlre of beef, the increase in the number 
o! people in the cities who live In apartments, and the apparent de
crease in the size of. families in the cities, housekeepers have found it 
to their advantage to purchase cuts of ment which are low in price, 
comparatively small tn bulk, and which are used up before they are 
kept any len~h of time In a refrigerator. These facts have caused the 
great extens10n of the use of mutton by the American people, and a 
great deal of the prejudice that formerly existed toward this meat has 
been swept away. The development of the use of mutton In the coun
try hns revolutionized the sheep business. The farmer in the East finds 
that he cnn make sheep profitable by growing them for sale as meat
woducing animals, with the wool as an incidental item of revenue. 
The rnnchman of the West finds that he can add very much to the 
income from his sheep by paying more attention to the mutton form of 
his animals. 

In the solution of the problem how to feed and clothe our rapidly 
growing population from our own resources, the sheep will receive in
creased attention ns time goes on, for the reason that sheep lend them
selves perhaps more readily than any other animal to the development 
of agriculture. On almost every farm there could and should be a flock 
of sheep. In the thickly settled sections of the East, where the rais
ing of baef cattle is becoming more and more difficult, sheep will thrive 
with a profit. The weeds of the roadside and the fence rows, the 
stubble ·field after the grain is harvested, and even the lawn can be 
turned into a profit if sheep are allowed access to them. There ar·e 
millions of acres east of the Mississippi; I might say east of the Alle
ghenies and south as well ns north of the Ohio River, that should 
maintain sheep. New England, which was formerly the center of the 
sheep-breeding industry, could produce annually many thousand of 
sheep at a minimum cost. 

Somehow the American farmer has not appreciated the full value of 
the sheep as a meat producer and a renovator of the soil The spring 
lamb that comes on the market during the summer is the one kind of 
meat that has been produced without feeding grain, and that is a 

• mighty reason for the increase of the sheep industry. 
The department has three flocks of sheep 'With which It is studying 

the industry~one in Vermont, one at the experiment station of the Bu
reau of Animal Industry nea.r Washington, and one in Wyoming. In the 
work in Vermont we are endeavoring to encourage the New England 
people to get back into sheep raising. The sheep near Washington are 
being used in breeding experiments of various kinds and those in 
Wyoming in a breeding experiment to study the possibility of improv
ing the type of sheep used on the range. In the Wyoming work the 
sheep have been selected for mutton form and high wool production, 
merino stock (principally Rambouillet) being used. The work has not 
yet gone far enough for us to make exhibitions of these sheep, and on 
this account we have been compelled to decline many cordi.al invitations 
to show them. Furthermore, we have not yet been in a position to make 
a thorough study of the wool which is being produced. I regard it 
as of the highest importance that scientific investigations be made of 
the effects of soil, climate, breeding, and feeding on wool. This will 
be done with the Wyoming flock. Some persons seem to think that 
American wool is deficient in quality. If thiS is true, the Department 
of Agriculture should ascertain the reasons and show sheepmen how 
they may breed and handle their sheep to produce wool of the highest 
quu1ity. 

It has been estimated that one sheep would add to the fer
tility of the soil $2 worth to every a.ere of agricultural land in 
the United States. For fear you will fall in your sea.ts with 
a paralytic stroke, I will not here give you the number of 
millions of dollars that would add to our national wealth, but 
will Ieuve you to figure this out for yourselves when you have 
left this stifling Hall, with its condensed heat, and ha-rn secured 
a comfortable seat before the friendly breeze of an electric fun. 
[Laughter.] 

Besides that, it is known that the sheep industry has ever 
been a respectable calling since the days of Abraham, that old 
patriarch and fl.ockmaster, so willing to sacrifice his son Isaac 
as a burnt offering instead of a ram, until prevailed upon by the 
Lord to choose the latter. 

Going back further than that, we find that wool knocked the 
fig leaf out of business. 

During the course of my colloquy with the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. PETERS], I tried to obtain from him some 
idea. as to what we were going to use as a substitute for wool 
when he undertook to show that the growing of sheep was fast 
approaching an end. He dro1e the diminishing number from 
Vermont through the continent, o-ver the trackless wastes, west
ward, owing, as he said, to the price of lands, and so forth, 
and was proceeding to drive them from my State over the 
snowy mountain tops, then with lolling tongues through the 
deserts beyond, seeking always for pastUI·es new and green, un
til finally I had him drinng them into the Pacific Ocean, feeding 
on crabs. [Laughter.] But neither he nor any other Member 

of whom I sought information eoncerning wbat the world was 
going to do for clothing when the sheep disappeared could afford 
me the slightest information. I do not share with them their 
prejudice against woolen clothing, nor yet their affection for the 
fig leaf. [Laughter.] 

No, Mr. Chairman, there will at most be but n temporary 
cessation in this country of the production of sheep. Phoenix
like it will rise a.gain as it has in times past1 resisting the as
saults of its enemies and manipulators and pursuing its invin
cible course, for it is as absolutely indestructible as an industry 
as it is imperishable and a necessity. But for the industrious 
and irrepressible ragpicker it would now be selling at at least 
a dollilr a pound. Likely the suit of clothes you now wear 
contains the wool that was clipped from the back ot a sheep 
three or four hundred years ago, for like gold it ever retains its 
intrinsic worth and its evolutions are practically limitless. 

Many of you doubtless ha1e in your households treasured 
antiques a thousand years old. There are prayer rugs known 
to be over 4,000 years old, the wool in which might have been 
clipped by Abraham, and as they are rare, there are many 
imitations of them. I bespeak for you, my friends, in the hour, 
yea hours, of your atonement for the sin you will commit in the 
passage of this bill the peculiar appropriateness of a prayer rug 
WO\ en from the fleece of the American sheep; that your hands 
may be raised alike in supplication for pardon and benediction 
of the home-grown product which makes so much for American 
greatness. From the cradle to the grave, from the clipper's 
hand to the tailor's shears its fruitful coat of down has ever 
~rown its benign protection around young and old. The babe 
m arms, the rugged mountaineer, the aged and infirm alike are 
secure within its ample folds, and the best that is within us 
should be devoted to its safety and not its sacrifice. 

No, Mr. Chairman, nor will the sheepmen be entirely ex
terminated, though what you have done and are now contem
plating will put millions upon millions of dollars into the pock
et~ of wool speculators, importers, and commission men, and 
~ill bankrup~ 80 per cent of the men whose principal business 
1S she~p ~a1smg. They may become tramps for a while, but 
there is time enough between now and the No1ember election 
of 1~12 for them to find a temporary lodgment long enough to 
qualify themselves as T"Oters. Nor is the time too short between 
now and then for the cons\}mer of woolen goods to find out that 
h~ has been buncoed, just as he was when promised by the 
Sixty-first Congress lower prices for leather goods in exchange 
for the duty ®On hides. And unless I miss my guess those 
bankrupt and disappointed people will not cast their votes at 
that election for anyone who is not able to convince them that 
the passage of the measure will redound to their benefit 

A Democratic speech would be incomplete without referring 
to some sayings and doings of Jefferson, who was not only the 
"Father of Democracy," but the Abraham of our country. 
When the soil on his land began wearing out under the intense 
farming of grain, he said: 

The first step toward the recovering of our land is to find substitutes 
for grain and bacon. I .count on potatoes, clover, and sheep-the two 
former to feed every ammal on the farm except my negroes and the 
latter to feed them, diversified with rations of salt fish and 'molasses 
both of them wholesome, agreeable, and cheap articles of food. ' 

Capt. Edmund Bacon, who was for 20 yea.rs the O\erseer and 
business man of Jefferson's plantation at Monticello, says: 

Mr. J ei!erson was very fond of all kinds of good stock. The first 
full-blooded merino sheep in all that country was imported by Mr 
Jefferson for himself and Mr. Madison while he was President. When 
I got home I pot a notice in the paper at Charlottesville that per ons 
who wished to improve their stock could send us two ewes and we 
would keep them until ~he lambs were old enough to wean, 'and then 
give the owners the choice of the lambs and they leave the other Iamb 
and both of the ewes. 

We got the greatest lot of sheep, more than we wanted ; two or three 
hundred, I think ; and in a few years we had an immense flock. People 
came a long distll.Ilce to buy our foll-blooded sheep. At first we sold 
them for $50, but they soon fell to thirty and twenty, and before I left 
Mr. Jefferson merino sheep were so numerous that they sold about as 
cheap as the common ones. Some years afterwards he imported sheep 
from Barbary, I think, four large broad-tailed sheep. I have forgotten 
their names. He sent these from Washington in his own wagon, which 
had gone there with a load from Monticello. These sheep made very 
fine mutton, but they were not EO popular-did not disseminate and 
ran out in a few years. 

Mr. Jeff ersont by this reference, can not by any source of 
reasoning be regarded as a free trader. . 

I want to say another word to my Democratic friends and 
call their attention to the Democratic platform of 1908 on this 
subject: 

We favor immediate revision of the tarilf by the reduction of import 
duties. Articles entering into competition with trust-controlled prod• 
nets should be placed upon the free list, and material reductions shall 
be made in the tariff upon the necessaries of lite, especially upon 
articles competing with such American manufacture as are sold 
abroad more cheaply than at home, and graduated reductions should be 
made in such other schedules as may be necessary to restore the tarU? 
to ti. revenue basis. 
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Reading between the lines, it foTiows you have not observed 
its direction by the taking of the duty off what you term" trust
made goods," but you have gone beyond this direction of reducing 
duties when applied to the wool features of this bill, for I have 
sufficiently demonstrated the reduction is but in name, avowedly 
only for the purpose of revenue, and means the destruction of 
the wool industry, and that was never contemplated by that con-· 
vention, and much less by any other declaration of the party. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I would like :fise minutes more. 
Ur. HUGHES of New Jersey. I call the gentleman's atten-

tion to the fact that it is now 25 minutes of 12 o'clock, but I 
yield fi:ve minutes to the gentleman. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I will endeavor to finish in that time. 
Calmly, if you can, consider the situation of the woolgrower. 

We see him beset with every difficulty arising from the higher 
cost of wages, the increased value of lands, depleted pastures 
incident to droughts, yearly destruction of his flocks by the 
storm king, the increased rate of interest owing to his hazardous 
business, compelling him to sell his clip often before it leaves 
the sheep's back-the ever-ready victim of the speculator, the 
shuttlecock of tariff legislation-compelled to compete with the 
hatless and breechclouted bushman of Australia. And if placed 
in the position of the wildcat, prone on his back, surrounded 
by a pack of snarling, snapping hounds, is it passing strange 
that he should be less like the wildcat in not being over
punctilious as to whether he would use his teeth or ·his claws 
in defense? [Applause on the Republican side.] 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me recommend, in all seri
ousness, the cultivation of a more intimate acquaintanceship on 
the part of legislators with the American sheep, in whose behalf 
I speak to-day, and a more thorough realization of what is due 
it both from a commercial and a sentimental standpoint. 

From the commercial viewpoint it represents one of our very 
greatest and most far-reaching industries, involving, as I have 
already said, the investment of immense capital, careful a:µd 
skillful business methods, and invoking the most intelligent 
operation of its affairs. 

Its perennial yield furnishes the means of livelihood to thou
sands upon thousands of our countrymen in n.11 of its ramifica
tions, from the shears of the clipper to the shears of the tailor, 
and in the inherent durability of its weave it is a never-ceasing 
source of comfort from the cradle to the grave. 

Gentlemen, you who would pass this measure, with what de
gree of assurance will you return to your homes, witness the 
gamboling of the golden hoofs-yes, and golden possibilities
upon the hillside, and greet your farmer constituents, in view 
of the devastation you have wrought them in this pernicious 
enactment? 

Mr. Chairman, the wool feature of this bill is incomplete, in
adequate, inequitable, and iniquitous. At the risk of repetition, 
I reaffirm that it is unfair in its provisions and seemingly reck
lessly inconsiderate of the interests of that foundation of our 
national fabric-the American farmer. 

Mr. Chairman, if one can view with equanimity the situation 
of this forlorn flock master, I believe he could baye witnessed 
without emotion the pressing of the crown of thorns upon the 
head of the Nazarene, the stretching of His body on the cross, 
the driving of each nail through His limbs, the dipping of the 
soldier's sponge into a tankard of vinegar mingled with gall, 
and the putting of ' it to His parched and quivering lips, and 
following His last cry of agony, see deliberately scrawled above 
His head the words, "This is Jesus, the King of the Jews." 
[Applause.] 

l\Ir. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I yield to the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. TAYLOBJ. [Applause.] 

[Mr. TAYLOR of Colorado addressed the committee. See 
AppendiX.] 

Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30 min
utes to the gentleman from Illinois [.Mr. FOWLER]. [Applause.] 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
,YOU do me great honor to permit me to close the debate on this 
important measure, but as the hour is fa.st approaching the mid
night meridian and as this beautiful Hall is gradually becom
ing depleted, it would be cruel to tax the patience of those who 
are here with a long drawn-out speech, going into details. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] I will, therefore, content 
myself by noticing the salient points of objections made by the 
opponents of this bill. Were I not a new Member, standing in 
need of experience in debate, and were it not a fact that no 
one can become useful in this life without taking an active 
part in the business in which he is engaged, I would not pre
tend: to discuss this question at this late hour. 

Mr. Chairman, e"Verybody knows to-day that a tariff is a tax 
and everybody knows that wherever a tariff is placed upon an 

article of consumption it gives a chance to increase the price 
of that article to the consumer in proportion to the amount of 
the tariff, especially in those cases where there is no competi
tion. For this reason I have never been a believer in high 
taxation of any kind, but owing to the inequality in the distri
bution of wealth among men I have always advocated the idea 
that the larger burdens of taxation ought to be placed upon 
those who are most able to bear them and the lighter burden 
should be placed upon those who are least able to bear them, 
taxing the luxuries most heavily and placing a correspondingly 
low rate upon the necessaries of life. 

There are two great struggling forces among men to-day. One 
is the capital, controlled by the few, and the other is that great 
active industrial army of labor, the basis of all productive 
wealth. I would have no one believe that I entertain ulteriot 
designs against honest capital. He who thinks that a great 
civilization can be built up without capital makes a mistake, 
the same as he who thinks a great civilization can be built up 
without labor. They are coUBterparts of a great busy com
mercial world, and must work in harmony in order to produce 
the greatest results; but the one should be just as honest as the 
other, and in the adju~tment of tariff taxation the one should 
not be preferred at the expense of the other. 

Yet it is a significant fact that for the last 50 years those who 
have been in control of capital have become immensely rich and 
those who have been controlling labor have remained poor. 
There may be more than one cause for this, but everybody 
knows that the chief cause is the advantage afforded by a high 
protected tariff, which tends to destroy foreign competition, and 
with foreign competition out of the way the home industries 
have pcoled their interests and destroyed home competition, 
thereby giving them an opportunity to prey upon the daily 
earnings of the masses at their pleasure. 

After the fall of the Roman Empire history tells us that the 
barbarians overran the civilized world and that that portion 
of land lying along the Mediterranean Sea and the Straits of 
Gibraltar to the Atlantic Ocean fell into the hands of the 
Moors. At the ocean end of these straits there is a rocky; 
promontory, called the Pillar of Hercules. At a point on this 
promontory, calleq Tarifa, we are told that these Moorish rob
bers took their stand and collected a toll from every vessel 
which passed through the Straits of Gibraltar. This toll was 
called a tariff, which found its way into the civilized world; 
but the ap_plicatlon of this term by our forefathers was never 
intended to aid anyone in the commission of crime, but, instead 
thereof, it was intended by them to assist the Government in 
raising revenue to defray the expenses of the General Govern~ 
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, when we examine the present wool schedule 
as it stands to-day under the Payne law, and as it has stood 
under other acts ever since the year 1864, except the Wilson 
law, and when we listen to the arguments of certain gentlemen 
on the floor of this House, offering one excuse after another for 
the purpose of preventing a change in these high rates of duty, 
we are forced to conclude that there are now and have been 
for a long time in America strong advocates of the doctrine of the 
Moorish barbarians, whose methods were indefensible-robbery 
by brutal force. Who will say that the present rates on the fin
ished product of wool, averaging nearly 100 per cent, is not 
robbery? The President of the United States has said more 
than once that it is indefensible. Who will deny that proposi
tion? 

The Sherman antitrust law was intended to protect the con
sumer from the ravages of high taxation, but the tariff bar
ons have recklessly disregarded its provisions, and until re
cently the Federal courts have been -very slow to enforce it, 
thereby encouraging unlawful combinations of capital in re
straint of trade, until to-day we find a few criminal combines 
controlling capital stock aggregating nearly $40,000,000,000. 
How can . we best relieve ourselves from these threatening con
ditions is the great question before the American people to-day. 
By the enforcement of the antitrust law we can break up un
lawful combinations of capital and thereby stimulate compe
tition. We can reduce the tariff taxation, which will aid com
petition and save to the people vast future fortunes which 
would otherwise be piled up· in the bands of the already rich 
few. What Congressman will shun his duty to the people 
in this great contest? Who will stand upon the .floor of 
this Chamber and declare himself a disciple of the Moorish 
pirates? 

Mr. Ohairman, the bill before us proposes to reduce the tariff 
on wool from a duty of 44.31 per cent to 20 per cent. It further 
proposes to reduce the tariff on the :finished product of wool 
from an average of 90.10 per cent to 42.55 per cent. I am aware 
that it is not good policy to make radical changes, ordinarily 
speaking, but the present rate of duty on wool and woolen goods 
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is so unreasonably high that 1t takes a radical change to bring 
it down to a decent a.nd common-sense basis. I think all honest 
statesmen now agree that the primary object of a tariff is to 
raise revenue to defray the expenses of government. In his 
report as Secretary of the Treasury in 1845, Robert J. Walker 
said: 

No more money should be collected than ls necessary for the wants 
of the Government, economically administered. That no duty be im
posed on any article above the lowest rate which will yield the largest 
amount of revenue. That the maximum revenue should be imposed on 
l rr::;:uries. That the duty should be so Imposed as to operate as equally 
ns possible throughout the Union, discriminating neither for nor against 
any class or section. 

That strikes me, Mr. Chairman, as being sound doctrine. I 
think tlle committee in framing this bill must have been guided 
by the light of these wholesome principles, for they have more 
than cut the present rates in two, and at the same time it has 
been estimated that the bill will raise nearly as much revenue 
as the present law. In 1910 the present law yielded a revenue 
from imports on raw wool in the sum of $21,128,728.74 and 
from imports on the finished products of wool the sum of 
$20,775,820.76, making a total of $41,908,549.50. Under the 
proposed law it is estimated that we will get a revenue from the 
imports on raw wool in tlle sum of $13,398,200 and from the 
imports on the finished product the sum of $27,158,000, making 
a total of $40,556,200. 

The greatest fight made against the passage of this measure 
is waged against that part of the bill dealing with raw wool, yet 
it is true that a few gentlemen on the other side of the House, 
belonging to the reactionary school of the Republican Party, 
such men as PAYNE, of New York, and DALZELL, of Penn~l
vania, have made a stubborn fight against the whole of the bill. 
They remind me of a story I once heard of a church, met in 
council for the purpose of settling the question relative to the 
building of a new church bouse. One of the gentlemen offered 
a resolution in favor of erecting a new building. The motion 
cnrried. Then another gentlemen, wanting to be economical, 
II!ade a motion that in the construction of the new building the 
workmen should use the material in the old building in so far 
as it was fit for such use. This motion carried also, whereupon 
another gentleman, desiring to keep up the .accustomed meet
ings for worship, made a motion that the church use the old 
building as a place of worship while the new building was 
under construction. The motion carried. [Laughter.] 

The haunts of high protection, to enrich the few, are very 
Racred to these gentlemen. They love to worship within the old 
walls, decorated with the pictures of their masters, whom they 
have served so long and so well, and they refuse to surrender 
them without a desperate struggle. And now, l\fr. Chairman, 
they come here and advance a most ingenious argument-the 
argument of procrastination-in order to prevent the passage of 
this bill. They claim that we should take no action in the 
revision of this schedule until the Tariff Commission has made 
its report, which, they admit, will not be until next winter. 
This claim is made in the face of the fact that this commission 
bas been at work for 15 months, and, on request, fumished the 
Ways and Means Committee all the facts in their possession, to 
be used in the construction of this bill. This is the burden of 
the speech of the distinguished gentleman [Mr. MANN], my col
league from Illinois, who opened the argument on his side of 
this Chamber for the discussion of this bill. He has been fol
lowed by every standpatter who has taken a part in this debate. 

Mr. Chairman, this is the argument advanced by the crimiqal 
when indicted for a felony. If it were left to him, he never 
would be tried. The first thing he does is to enter court with 
an application for a continuance in order that he may be permit
ted to hunt up new evidence. It is a trick to deceive the people 
and should be tolerated by no one who is in favor of honest 
tariff reduction. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

'.rhere are other gentlemen on both sides of this House, I 
understand, who would be glad to see wool placed on the free 
li t. It is claimed by some that the doctrine of free raw mate
rial is Democratic and for that reason we ought to admit raw 
wool free of duty into the United States. I do not so under
stand that the Democratic Party is committed to that doctrine. 
While it is true that Mr. Cleveland once advocated freer raw 
materials and his friends succeeded in having this sentiment 
incorporated in the Democratic platform in 1892, yet never 
befo,re nor since has this idea found its way into a Democratic 
platform. Raw material is owned in the first instance by indi
·dduals and produced by individual labor-men who are at 
most only ordinary livers. It passes from their hands into the 
hands of the corporations for a finishing touch. Inasmuch as 
we have seen that a tariff tends to enhance the value of the 
article upon which it is placed, and inasmuch as the primary 
object of a tariff is for revenue, I can see no good reason why, 
in adjusting t.ariff rates, Congress should discriminate between 

raw material, which will yield a revenue, and the finished prod
uct, which will yield a . revenue. I am aware that in this 
country we have men who preach a strange doctrine, a doctrine 
for the benefit of the classes as against the masses, but this 
doctrine can not be justified by the golden rule, " Do unto 
others as you would have them do unto you." 
· The poor man is just as much entitled to the benefit of a 
tariff which will enllance the price of his product as is the rich 
man. While a tariff can not be justified for protection alone, 
yet we all know that in the adjustment of a tariff for revenue 
it gives an incidental protection, and the poor man is just as 
much entitled to its benefits as the rich man. 

The production of wool is one of the oldest industries known 
to man. It is coeval with civilization. Abraham was a herder 
of sheep. It was the shepherd on the mountain who first dis
covered the Star of Bethlehem, which pointed to the manger
cradle of our Savior. It was the shepherds who met in a dis
tant land to determine how they might best preserve the life of 
that Savior child. Wool has always played a conspicllous part 
in furnishing raiment to mankind. He who can live in a cold 
climate without wool is an animal. [Applause on the Demo
cra tic side.] 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say that hand in hand with the 
shepherd ot old comes the farmer of to-day, and with the farm 
goes the flock. It is an incident to the farm throughout the 
Union and throughout the world. I do not subscribe to the 
doctrine urged here by some of my friends that sheep raising 
in America is gradually dying out. You had just as well say 
that farming is gradually dying out. There is no more reason for 
the one than for the other. Sheep will always be raised on the 
farm, because of its usefulness to the farmer, not only in fur
nishing him with food and raiment, but in destroying the annual 
shrubbery in old fields and for the further reason that its 
habits of repose is upon the highest and poorest points of the 
farm, furnishing a rich fertilizer, to be carried down the hillside 
by future rains as an alluvial deposit. 

Mr. Chaitman, it is urged with great force here that the pres
ent rate of 44.31 per cent duty on wool is not too high, and that 
if a reduction be made, it will destroy the sheep industry in 
this country. Now, I wish to repeat that the sheep is inci
dental to farming. You show me a territory where sbeep rais-· 
ing is an industry to itself, and I will point you to a territory 
which is fit for nothing else except grazing. Yes; in the moun
tains of Wyoming, Idaho, New Mexico, and Arizona, where 
nothing else can be raised, we find great flocks of sheep, raised 
for the sole purpose of making money. With the advantage of 
the cheap, wild western lands and sheltered by the high protec
tion on wool, many men have grown rich, and to-day we have 
wool kings the same as we have ironmasters. One gentleman 
began business in 1894 with a capital of $960. Prior to that 
he had been herding sheep for others, but now he embarks in 
the sheep-raising business for the purpose of making money. 
He paid $2 a head in 1894, which is shown by bis answer in 
volume 5 of the Tariff Hearings, page 5113, which is as follows: 

Mr. HILL (of the Ways and Means Committee). What did you give 
for your sheep apiece when you started into it and had your 2,500 7 

Mr. DELFELDER. 2 per head. 
Mr. HILL. $2 apiece? 
Mr. DELFELDER. Yes', sir. 
Within 14 years he made out of this business $100,000, which 

is shown from his testimony before the Ways and lleans Com
mittee, in volume 5, page 5110: 

Mr. CLARK. How much money did you have then and how much were 
you worth in property when you went into the sheep business in 1894? 

Mr. DELFELDER. $960. 
Mr. CLARK. How much are you worth now? 
Mr. DELFELDER. That would depend entirely upon conditions. 
Mr. CLARK. You are worth over $100,000, are you not? 
Mr. DELFELDER. Yes, sir; I think tbat would be a safe estimate. 
What is true of Mr. Delfelder is true of many other gentle-

men who have made sheep raising a business in the western 
mountains. 

It may be, Mr. Chairman, that if I had bee..n drawing this bill 
I would have placed the rate on raw wool a little higher than 
20 per cent. I prepared an amendment in our caucus to make 
it 25 per cent, but the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 1iliRTIN] 
took it away from me before I could get recognition. But after 
this bill had been reported out from the Ways and Means Com
mittee I trembled at the thought of placing my judgment above 
that of gentlemen who have served here for many years, fighting 
to give the toiling millions relief from burdensome taxation 
which has been p1aced upon them, not by the votes of all the 
Republicans, but· by the votes of standpatters. I do not de
sire to denounce any of my Republican· friends in bitter terms, 
for I do not belie\e in radical partisan speeches: I love all man
kind and would not say a word to wound the fee1ings of my He
publican friends any sooner than that of my Democratic friends. 
I love them both alike, but when it comes to have a certa~ 
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school of men say to me that I s1m.TI pay a tribute to fuose w"bo which ·the 'Wilsun tariff 'bill was passed, Ohio had 3,765,704 
are already rich, a tribute £0 high that iI ea:n not p.a.y it witho-ut · -sheep. I wish you gentlemen wcmld t-ell me what became of 
depriving .myself of the necessaries of life and subjecting my that three and one-half million of sheep during those 27 years 
family to a begga:rly living, then I come to the parting nf ways of hignj)l'otection. During the entire life of the Wilson bill you 
:with these gentlemen. [Applause on the Democratic side.] lost less than one and one.Jlalf million sheeJ). In 1869 you had 

Ur . . BUCHANAN. Will the gentleman yield.! 6,300,000 head, valued in gold at $7,898,230-a little over a dol-
Mr. FOWLER. Yes; certainly. lar ana -a quarter a head. Under the worst year of the Wilson 
.l\Ir. BUCHANAN. I take it that when the gentleman believes law~ in 1896, you had 2,754,613 sheep, v.alued in gold at $5,247,-

in the high tariff on_raw wool he 'believes in :protection . .Is that 538, or nearly $2 per head. 
true? These figures ~how the most alarming condition to sheep 

Mr. FOWLER. I tried to make ·my positivn ·clear. Whenev.er raising in Ohla, .and if argument co.uld he adduced to .support 
u tariff is placed upon miy article uf consumI>tion, jt amounts the cont-ention of my Ohle friends, these figures are the most 
to a protection in a sense, not, however, in the same sense ihat ,convincing; and w'hy they did .not cite them in their argument 
my stanqput friends on the other side think nf protectioQ., ·but I nm at a loss to lmow, unless they ·wanted their constituents 
it a.mounts to an incidental protection. to l>eTieve that the Democratic Par.tynnd tts poHeies ha-vefl.lways 

.Mr. "BUOHANA....'N'. If my friend will yield furthei· "I will say stood against the interest of sheep raising. And again .m_y 
to him that a Democrat who is advocating :a promctive tartiI distinguished friend from Ohio [Mr. LoN-OWORTH] would have 
reminds me of a bow-legged man, without my athletic expe- . his constituents ·believe thnt sheep in Ohio during the life of 
l'ienc.e, trying to walk a tight rope. IL-uughter.] the Wilson bill were worth orily 50 cents a head, whereas n.s a 

l\lr. FOWLER. Well, I know very well that I .am ~eak matter of fact the bulletin from whlch J: hn:ve read shows that 
.enough to be bow-legged, but I am strong enough to stand by they were iWorth nearly $2 per head during that period. 1 
the right ·of the ,helpless in this .country. .[Applause on the offer this bulletin for the benefit of my .friends, and .ask that it 
Democratic side.] And I say, il!r. Ohairmnn, that if a tariff be printed in fnil: 
·placed upon an article of consumption ·amounts to incidental 'Nmnbet· and farm wluc of s1wcp on far ms m Ohio Jan. 1., 1867, to JlJJQ, 
iprotection, 1 am just as much in -favor of giving the producer i imlusive. 
the benefit of it as I .am the man who makes the finished [Bulletin No. G!, ~me:i.u of Statib"'i:ics, Unite:d States Department of 

Agriculture.] 
product. 

Mr. BUCHAN.AN. Will the gentleman yield further? 
Mr. FOWLER. In justice to the House a.t this late hour, 1 

feel that I ought to decline. Mr. Chab:man, the strongest argu
ment offered in OJ>position to the 20 per cent on raw woo],, .n:s 
;pro11osed by this 'bill, is that it 1s too low to foster :the sheep 
dndustry ill America. 'fhis is the ·Ohio idea. I desire to ex
·amine the ·argument of my Ohio fTiend. I listened to a speech 
,of one of them Tl\fr. WILLIS] a few days ago with much in
.terest He is one of the best looking .as well as one of the 
•most jntelligent _gentlemen on thn:t :Side of the Bouse. I -un
ilerstand that he is a new Member, but I fear he will not grow 
a:nuch older in this House 1f Jie continues to advocate the d-0.c
trine whicll he ;pr-cached in that s_peech, altlwugh I ·should like 
to see him come back ior many years. [Applause .and laugh
ter.] This distinguished .gentleman Baid that .a .:20 per cent 
'tariff would not be sufficient ·to protect the woolgrowers of this 
country, and declrrred with 1Il11Ch en:rr>hasis that the pa-ss.age uf 
this bill would destroy :the sheep .industry in- Ohio. He cited 
figures to show how Ohio shee_p raisin_g .had suffered under free 
wool during the life of the Wilson law. Then followed the 
speech of imother distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LoNGWORTH], who, in more bitter terms, denounced the 20 per 
-cent rate on raw wool. He, too, cited tab1es showing .a much 
more a1arming condition in Ohio during the life of the Wilson 
law than those cited by .l\!r. WILLIB. 

He declared upon lligh authority fhat Ollio .Jla.d 4,000,000 
head of sheep when the Wilson bill bec.ame a Jaw, and that 
three years thereafter, on its repeal, 0.hlo had but little O¥er 
a million .sheep. He also declared that the shee_p in Ohio 
:were :worth but 50 cents a head. Wh-ere on earth these gentle
men got these figures is a mystery to all of us. We ..all know 
thnt Ohio sheep are among the largest, as well as the higbest
priced, Bheep in this co.untry. We ha""Ce already seen that .Mr. 
Delfelder paid .$2 a head in 1894 .for New Mexico sheep, which 
are much smaller and much .more inferior than the -Ohio sheep. 

Ymrrs. 
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.1886 .• --· ••••• -· ••••••.••••• - •• - • - ••••••••..••••••.•••. 
1887 .......... - ..•. -................................. : 
1.888 •••••...•.•.••. - ·-- .••••.••• -· ••••.••..•.•.•.•.•... 
1889-·--···-·· .. ··--········· .. ······················ 
1890·-·············· .. ··••• .. ·• ....................... . 
1891 .................................................. . 
U!9"2 ••••• --····-···· .... --·-·······-··-·- .. --·-·· 
1893.~ ....... ·- · ·- •.•.. -· ··-···----·· •••• ·- •••••• ·- ••. 
1894 .•••••.. -· ••...••..•. -- . - • - -·- •.••••••••••.•••• -
1895 .............. - ·- ............................ ·- .. - . 
1896 .•• -· •• ·--· ·--- •• --· -·--- -· --· ·-- •• ··-·-••• 
1897 •• •¢•••• · - - ·-··-----·-. --· ·~·----··-· ···-----· 
1898 •. ·-··· •••• ·- --- .• ·--- •.•• - -· •.••• ·- •• - ••••••••. 
1899 .......................... --.-............... - ••••• 
1900 •• -·-··· ··- · ··--· - ···--- ···-·-··-·· .. ··-··--··· 
1901. ·- ~·····-····~···----····-····--·--·-- .. -·. 
1902_ ............ ··-······-···· .. -·-··-··-··--······-· 
1903 ........................... _ ............. --.. ····-· 
1901... -- --••• -· ·-. ·-·· .... -- ·- ••••• ·-. ·-·-· ---·-·· 
l9Q.5_ -·-·· •• ----· •••• - ··-· •••• -· ·-·· ·-·- •• --· •••••• 
1906 ............ ~·-···· .. ·-· .. ··--·· .......... -······-· 
1907 ....... -- .. - ·-. ·- ........ - ..... -· ........ ·-·- - ·-· 
1008 .. - ...... -·. - •• -··-· .. -·· ·-·- •••• ---· ·-·· -·· 
1900 •• -·--.. -. ·- - -- - • ··--··-· ·----- .. ---.-··. -· ---
1910 •• --··-· .•.••.. ·---· ........................ ···-. 

Nmnbur. 

"'7;T59,TI7 
6,730,126 
6, 300,000 
fi,250,000 
4,641, 000 
4, 548, 100 
4,63(), 000 
4,639,000 
4,592, 600 
4,546,600 
3,900, 000 
3, 783,000 
4, ig_o, ooo 
'1,080,400 
4,243,616 
4,951,511 
5,050,541 
5, 000,036 
4, 900, 035 
4, 753, 034 
4,562,913 
4,106,622 
4,065,556 
3,943,589 
4,061,897 

4,468,087 
4,378, 'Z25 
3,.765,704 
3,577,419 
2,754,613 
2,368,967 
2,416,346 
2, 730,471 
2,839,690 
.3,627,'Z21 
3,091,444 
3,447, 786 
3,171,963 
2,601,010 
2,991,162 
3,140,720 
-3,110,000 
.3,110,000 
3,203,000 

Fann va.l.112..1 

$16,461,852 
11,856, 760 
7,'898,230 

10,201, 978 
9,474,851 

12,964,795 
12,486,435 
11,.892, 709 
11, 43.0, 106 
10,857,551 

9, lGS, 434 
10,230,292 

9,767,031 
..11,.547, 532 
13,070,337 
15,349,684 
.15, 707, 183 
.14, 650, 105 
12,250,088 

9, 918, 156 
11,533,675 
10, 714,177 
11,017,657 
11,927,384 
13,189,386 
14, 724,1>81 
13,900,263 

8,006, 7'l5 
6,139,924 
n,247,538 
5,877,111 
8,.274, 777 
9,680,885 

10,535,250 
12, 899, 451 
10 700 735 
10;143;991 
10,.158, 528 

8,86.5.,284 
13,400,406 
l5,119,A27 
J.3, 933, 000 
12,751,000 
15,374,000 1 hold in my hand Bulletin No. 64: of fhe Bnreau of Statistics 

of the United States De_partment -of Agriculture, w.hich gives 
the number Uild value in gold of the sheep d.11 Ohio from .1867 
to 1D10, inClusi ve. I am informed by the .Department ill Oom
mei'ce and Labor that it is the most authentic tab1-e extant. I 
invite the attention of my Ohio mends to this ta.b1e. It shows 
that in 1867 Ohio had 7;159,177 sheEID; that Jn 1894, the year in 

1.-Valnes, 1867 to 1878, reduced to gold baSis. 

State or Territory. 

Alabama. ................. 
Arlz:onn. ....•.•...•.•.•.•.. 
Arkansas ................. 
California ................. 
Colorado ........ _._ ••••••• 

I submit the .Iollowing table, whicn shows that ·Ohio had but 
2,600,000 Sheep in 1910 o;f shearable age. 'This ls Bulletin No. 
7-0 of the ..Agricultural Tiepa.rtment. .The .other table, to wit, 
Bulle.tin No. 64, includes lambs.: 

IBuIIetln No. 75.] 

JVooi productio:flt., calendar '1f<Jar ~10, by States and 'T.ernitoriea. 

[From the .Bulletin ofNationa1 AssO'c1atton ofWoolMauufacturcrs.] 

Shecpot "Sheep of Per 
Average value 

.shear- Shenr- Average ceent oi Wool, per scoured 
Total 

Qaallty. Jng.age, Jnga.ge, weight shrink- washedanil Wool, pou:nd,Dc::Ll 1..-
value, Oct. 

.A]>L 1, Apr.1_, of fleece, age, unwashed, scoure~1910. 1, 1910.1 
1910. 1910. 1909. 1910. 1910. ..1909 l91U 

'· 

Poun.ds. Pounds. Pounds. Cenl.8. Cents. Dollars. 
Medium ................................. 170,000 160,000 3.5 40 560,000 336,000 56 41 137,760 
Fine, fine medium, and medium ........ 825,000 825,000 6.0 65 4,950,000 1, 732,500 67 53 918,225 
Medium ..... . ........................... 220,000 200,000 4.0 40 800,000 480,000 55 40 192,000 
33 per cent fall, 67 per cent ~ring ........ 1,900,000 1,900,000 7.0 66 13,300,500 4,522,000 64 46 2,080,120 
Fine, fine medium, and me ·um ........ 1,450,000 1,400,000 6.5 65 9,100,000 3,185,000 68 47 1,496,950 
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W!>oZ production, calendar year Jfi103 by States ancl Territories-Continued. 

I 

Sheep of Sheep of 
Average value 

Average Per Wool, per scoured 
shear- shear- cent of Total 

State or Territory. Quality. fng age, fngage, weight shrink- washed and Wool, pound, Oct. II-
value, Oct: 

Apr. I, Apr.I, of fleece, age, unwashed, scoured, 1910. 1, 1910. 1 
1909. 1910. 1910. 1910. 1910. 

1909 1910 
~ 

Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. Cents. Cents. Dollars. 
Connecticut ••••••.•...... Medium ................................. 38,000 35,000 5.25 42 183, 750 106,575 56 45 47,9.59 
Delaware ................. ..... do ................................... 6,900 7,000 5.5 45 58,500 21,175 65 46 !l, 741 
Florida ................... ..... do ................................... 110,000 115,000 3.25 40 373, 750 224,250 66 41 91,943 

. . ... do ................................... 225,000 225,000 3.0 40 57 41 166, 050 ?d~f~:: :: :: : : : :: ::: : : : : : 675,000 405, 000 
Fine, fine medium, and medium ........ 2,800, 000 2,600,000 7.3 65 18,980,000 6,643, 000 67 52 3,454, 360 

Illinois ............... _ ... 25 per cent fine, 75 per cent medium .... 700,000 700,000 7.0 50 4,900, 000 2, 450,000 56 46 1, 127,000 
Indiana ................... 15 per cent fine, 85 per cent medium ..... 850, 000 900,000 6.5 45 5,850,000 3,217,500 57 46 1, 480,050 
Iowa ..................... 30 per cent 1ine, 70 per cent medium ..•.. 700,000 800,000 6. 75 48 5,400,QOO 2,808, 000 58 46 1,291, 680 
Kansas ................... Fine, fine medium, and medium ........ 170,000 175, 000 7.5 64 I,312,500 472, 500 66 52 245, 700 

~;~~:.::::::::::::::: Medium. ................................ 750, 000 800,000 4. 75 38 3,800, 000 2,356, 000 58 46 I , 083, 760 
..... do ................................... 155, 000 155,000 3. 7 4I 573, 500 338,365 57 41 138,730 

Maine .................... ..... do ................................... 210,000 210, 000 6.0 40 1,200, 000 756, 000 55 45 340, 200 
Maryland ................. ..... do ................................... 125, 000 130,000 5.2 43 676, 000 385, 320 55 45 173, 394 
Massachusetts ............ ..... do ................................... 35,000 35,000 6.2 42 56 45 56, 637 217,000 125,860 
Michigan ................. 25 per cent fine, 75 per cent medium ..... 1,500,000 1, 700, 000 6. 75 50 11,475, 000 5, 737, 500 58 49 2,811,375 

20 per cent fine, 80 per cent medium .••.. 556, 920 :Minnesota ................ 375, 000 375, 000 6.8 48 2,550, 000 1,326,000 55 42 
Mississippi.. .............. Medium ................................. 150, 000 150,000 4. 0 42 600, 000 343,000 56 41 142, 680 
Missouri .................. 15 per cent fine, 85 per cent medium ..... 873,860 860, 000 7.0 47 56 45 1, 4.35, 770 
Montana .................. 
Nebraska ................. . ~~~o~~ ~~~~'-~-~ -~~-~-~~:::::::: 5,000, 000 4,800, 000 7.0 64 

6,020, 000 3,190, 600 
33,600,000 12,006, 000 68 56 6, 773, 760 

275,000 250, 000 6.5 60 l,~25, 000 650, 000 66 52 338, 000 
Nevada ...• '. ............. Fine, fine medium, and medium .•....•. 875,000 850,000 7.0 68 5, 950,000 1,904,000 70 54 1,028, 160 
New Hampshire .......... 25 per cent fine, 75 per cent medium ..... 70 000 70,000 6.0 50 420,000 210,000 57 49 102, 900 
New Jersey .............. Medium ................................ 44:000 50,000 5.5 47 55 46 67, 045 
New Mexico .............. Fine, fine medium, and medium ........ 

33 per cent fine, 67 per cent medium ..... 
3,200,000 3,200,000 6.0 65 

275,000 
19,200,000 

145, 750 
6,720,000 65 51 3,4..?7,200 

New York ............... 825,000 825,000 6.0 48 4,950,000 2,574,000 58 50 1,287,000 
North Carolina ........... Medium ........................ ~ ....... 204,000 204,000 3.75 42 765,000 443, 700 56 42 186,354 
North Dakota ............ 275,000 6.5 60 65 54 379.080 Fine, fine medium, and medium ........ 270,000 
Ohio ..................... 00 per cent fine, 40 per cent medium •••.. 2,500,000 2,600,000 6.5 51 

. ~~~o~~ ~~~i-~'. ~-~ ~-~~i-~: :: : : : : : 

1, 755,000 . 702,000 
16, 900,000 8,281,000 64 55 4,554, 550 

82,368 Oklahoma ................ 80,000 80,000 6.5 67 67 48 
Oregon ................... 1,850,000 l, 750,000 8.25 68 

60 per cent fine, 40 per cent medium ..... 

520,000 171,600 
14,437,500 4, 620, 000 70 53 2,« , 600 

Pennsylvania ............ 1,000,000 1,050,000 6.0 48 6,300,000 3, 276,000 59 55 1,801, 00 
Rhode Island ............ Medium ............................ : ... 7,500 7,500 5.3 42 39, 750 23,055 66 45 10,375 
South Carolina ........... ..... do .................................. 50,000 50,000 3. 75 42 187,500 108, 750 56 41 44,588 
South Dakota ............ Fine, fine medium, and medium ........ 650,000 625,000 6.5 60 4,062,500 1,625,000 65 54 877,500 
Tennessee ................ Medium ................................ 291,000 291,000 4. 25 40 67 43 319,0 2 
Texas .................... 25 per cent fall, 75 per centJjring ...•••• 1,325,000 1,325,000 6. 75 67 

1,236, 750 
8, 943, 750 

742,050 
2,951,438 64 55 1,623, 291 

Utah ............... " ..... Fine, fine medium, and m ·um ........ 2,200,000 2,100,000 6. 75 66 14,175, 000 4,819, 500 65 52 2,.:06, HO 
Vermont ................. 20 per cent fine, 80 per cent medium ..... I80,000 180,000 6.5 51 1,170, 000 573,300 57 49 280,917 
Virginia .................. Medium ................................ 365,000 365,000 4. 5 37 1,642, 500 1,034, 775 57 47 (86,344 
Washington .............. Fine, fine medium, and medium ........ 450 000 450 000 9.0 69 4,050,000 1,255,500 67 54 677,970 
W~t V~ginia ............ 75 per cent fine, 25 per cent medium .••.• 587:945 600:000 5. 75 49 3,450,000 1, 759,500 64 57 1,002, 915 
W1sconsm ................ 850,000 900,000 6. 75 47 56 42 
Wyoming ................ 

20 per cent fine, 80 per cent medium ..... 
Fine, fine medium, and medium ••••.•.. 4,800,000 4,650,000 7. 75 68 

6, 075, 000 
36,037,500 

3, 219, 750 
11,532,000 67 55 

1,352, 295 
6,342, 600 

Grand total ........ ............................................ 42,293,205 41,999,500 6. 7 60 281, 362, 750 112, 605, 813 .......... . .......... 57,479, 838 
Pulled wool. ............. 

~ ~ ~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ ~~~~::: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ :1:::::::::::: 
...................... 40,000,000 29,200,000 .. ........... .............. 15,010,000 

- Total product, 1910. ............... 321, 362, 750 I 141, 805, 813 .......... .. ........... 72, 489,838 

1 Market value in Boston. 

Mr. Chairman, I am not satisfied with the argument that a 
high tariff will foster the sheep industry and that a low tariff 
or no tariff at all will destroy it. Wool was on the free list 
under the Wilson law, but we must remember that the greatest 
panic which ever visited this country was on before this bill 
was passed, the effects of which lasted until after its repeal. 
Let us compare sheep raising during two great panics-the 
one of the early seventies, under high protection, and the other 
in the nineties, under free wool-and see how the sheep fared 
in Ohio. At the beginning of the panic of 1870 Ohio had 
6,250,000 sheep and in 1872 she had 4,54.8,100 sheep. In two 
years, under the pressure of that panic, with a high-protective 
duty on wool, Ohio lost over 1,700,000 head of sheep. At the 
beginning of the panic of 1891 Ohio had 4,061,197 sheep, and 
in 1897 she had 2,368,967 sheep, a loss of a little over 1,600,000 
head, with wool on the free list, thus showing that these two 
panics operated about equally upon the sheep industry of Ohio. 
These figures show conclusively that it was the panic and not 
the tariff which was so disastrous to the sheep of Ohio. 

In 1905 Ohio had 2,601,010 sheep, notwithstanding she had 
had the benefit of a protective tariff for eight years on wool, at 
an average rate of 44.31 per cent. I desire to say to my Ohio 
statesmen friends that in the light of these figures you will be 
compelled. to revise the figures in the tables which you have 
submitted and look to another cause affecting the fluctuation 
of sheep raising in your State. 

Mr. WILLIS. Will the gentleman yield? . 
Mr. FOWLER. I have left but a few minutes, but the gentle

man was so kind in yielding to me I feel as though I would com
mit a crime not to yield to him. 

Mr. WILLIS. I simply wanted to ask the gentleman what 
year it was that we had 7,000,000 sheep? 

Mr. FOWLER. In 1867. 

Mr. WILLIS. There must have been a remarkable decline, 
because in 1860 we had 3,500,000 sheep and in 1870 we had 
only 4,000,000 sheep. 

Mr. FOWLER. In 1867 you had 7,159,177 sheep. In 1870 
you had 6,250,000 sheep. Coming on down to 1894 you had 
3,765,704, when you say the Wilson bill destroyed the sheep 
industry in the great State of Ohio. Now, in 1910, you have 
but little over 3,000,000. Can you tell me what became of the 
difference between 3,000,000 and 7,000,000 sheep-a difference 
of nearly 4,000,000? 

But, Mr. Chairman, I was comparing sheep raising during 
panics in America. Now, let us compare the total number of 
sheep in the United States during these two great panics. In 
1870 the United States had 40,853,000 sheep, in 1872 we had 
31,679,300 sheep, a loss within two years of 9,173,700 sheep, 
under a high protective tariff. At the beginning of the panic 
of 1891 we had 43,421,136 sheep, in 1897 we had 36,818,643 
sheep, leaving a difference of 6,602,393 sheep, showing a Joss of 
2,571,307 more sheep during the panic under high protection 
than was lost during the panic with free wool. Let us com
pare the consumption of wool in this country during these 
two panics: In 1872 we consumed 274,022,957 pounds, about 
50,000,000 pounds more than had ever been consumed before 
and which was not equaled until the year 1880. In 1897 we 
consumed in this country 601,306,208 pounds, the greatest 
amount ever consumed in any one year in this country. 

These comparisons show that during panics, whether under 
high protection or under free wool, our sheep decline in number, 
and our consumption of wool materially increase over that of · 
other years. 

I submit the following table, Bulletin No. G8, from the United 
States Department of Agriculture, which is regarded as the 
very highest authority upon this subject. 
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Wool produced, imported, exported, and retained/or consumption during 1840, 1850, 1860, and/ram 1863to1897. 

Exports of Domestic Exports of 
Year ending June 30- Production.1 retained for Imports. domestic. consumption. foreign. 

. 
Pott/TUU. Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. Pounds. 

1840 2 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 35,802, 114 .... ···35; 898" 35, 8<Y2, 114 9,898, 740 85,528 
1850 ••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••..••••••••••.••.•••••.•••• 52,516,959 52,481,061 18,695, 294 . .................. 
1860 •••••.•••••••••••••......••.•.••••••••••••••••••••••••• 60,264,913 1,055,928 59,208,985 26,282,955 157,064 
1863 ..•.••••••••••• ••·•••• .............. -•..•••••••..•.•••• 106, 000, 000 355, 722 105, 644, 278 75, 121, 728 708,850 
1864 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 123, 000, 000 155,482 122, 844, 518 91,250, 114 223,475 
1865 •••••••••••••.••.•.••..•.•••.•.•••••••••••••••••••••••• 142, 000, 000 466, 182 141, 533, 818 44,420,375 679,281 
1866 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.....•.•••••••••••••••••• 155, 000, 000 973,075 154, 026, 925 71,287,988 852,045 
1867 ....................................................... 160, 000, 000 307,418 159,692,582 38,158,382 619,614 
1868 ....................................................... 168,000,000 558,435 167, 441, 565 25,467,336 2,801,852 
1869 ....................................................... 180, 000, 000 444,387 179,55~13 39,275,926 342,417 
1870 ••••••••••••.•••..••••.••.....••••••••••••••••••••••••. 162, 000, 000 152,892 161,84 ' 08 49,230,199 1, 710,053 
1871 •••••••••••••••..••.•••••..•.•••••••••••.•••••••••••••• 160,000,000 25,195 159,974,805 68,058,028 1,305,311 
1872 ....................................................... 150, 000, 000 140,515 149,859,485 126,507,409 2,343,937 
1873. •••••••••••••·•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 158,000,000 75,129 157' 924, 871 85,496,049 7,040,386 
1874 ..•••••••••••..••••••••••.•••••••••...••.•••••••••••••• 170,000,000 319,600 169, 680, 400 42,939,541 6,816,157 
1875. - ····················································- 181, 000, 000 178,034 180, 821, 966 54,901, 760 3,567,627 
1876 •••••••••••••..••••••••••••••••••••••....•••••••••••••• 192, 000, 000 104, 768 191,895,232 44,642,836 1,518,426 
1877 ··•••••••••••••··••··•••••••·•••·•••••••·•••••••••••••• 200, 000, 000 79,599 199, 920, 401 42,171,192 3,088,957 
1878. ·•••••••••••·••••••·••·••··••·••·•••·•••·••••••••••••• 208, 250, ()()() 347,854 207,902,146 48,449,079 5,952,221 
1879 ....................................................... 211, 000, 000 60, 784 210, 939, 216 39,005,155 4,104,616 
1880. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••· 232, 500, 000 191,551 232, 308, 449 128, 131, 747 3,648,520 
1881. ••••••••••••·••••••••••••·•·•••••·•••••••••••••••••••• 240, 000, 000 71,455 239, 928,545 55,964,236 5,507,534 
1882. ·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·······•·••••·· 272, 000, ()()() 116,179 271, 883, 821 67,861, 744 3,831,836 
1883 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••••••••.•.•••••••. 290,000,000 64,474 289, 935, 526 70,575,478 4,010,043 
1884 ••••••••••••••••••••••••.•.••••••••••..•••••.....•.••.. 300, 000, 000 10,393 299, 989,607 78, 350, 61il 2,304, 701 
1885 ••••••••••••••••••••••••..••••••••••••••••.•.••..•••••• 308, 000, ()()() 88,006 307, 911, 994 70,596,170 3,115,339 
1886 ..••••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••••••.••.• ; .••...•••••. 302,000,000 146,423 301,853,577 129, 084, 958 6,534,426 
1887 ······························-························ 285,000,000 257,940 284, 742,060 11!, 038, 030 6, 728,292 
1888 .••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••..•.•••••••••• 269, 000, 000 22,164 268, 977' 836 113,558, 753 4,359, 731 
1889 .•••••••••••••••••.••••.••••••.••••••••....•.•••••••••• ~.000,000 141,576 264, 858, 424 126, 487' 729 3,263,094 
1890 ..•••••••••••••••••••••.••..••••...•.•••••.•.•••••.••.• 276, 000, 000 231,042 275, 768, 958 105, 431, 285 3,288,467 
1891. - ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.••..•••••••••• 285, 000, 000 291,922 284, 708, 078 129, 303, 648 2,638,123 
1892 ....................................................... 294, 000, 000 202,456 293, 797, 544 148, 670, 652 3,007,563 
1893. ••••••••••••••••••••••••••··••••••••••••··••·••••••••• 303, 153, 000 91,858 303, 061, 142 172, 43.3, 838 4,218,637 
1894 .•••••••••.••••••••••••••.••.•••••••.••••.••••.•••••••• 298, 057' 384 520,247 297, 537, 137 55, 152,585 5, 977, 407 
1895. ·••••••••••••••••••••••·••••••••••••·••••·•••••••••••• 309, 748,000 4,279,109 305, 468, 891 206, 033, 906 2,343,081 
1896 •••••••••••••••••••••••••..•••••••••••••••••••.•••••••• • 272, 474, 708 6,945, 981 265, 528, 727 230, 911, 473 6,026,236 
1897 •.•••••••••••••••••••••••.••.•••.•••••.•••••••••••••••• • 259, 153, 351 5,271,235 253, 882, 016 350, 852, 026 3,427,834 

1898 .. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·••••••••·•••••••••••• 266, 720, 684 121, 139 266, 599, 545 132, 795, 202 2,504, 832 
1899 ...•••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••..••••.. : •••••••••••••• 272, 191, 330 1,683,419 270, 507, 911 76, 736,209 12,ll,916 
1900. ·•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••··••·•·••••·•••••••••••• 288, 636, 621 2,200,309 286, 436, 312 155, 928, 455 5, 702,251 
1901 .••••••••••• : •••••••••••••••• •.• - •••••••.•••••••••••••• 302, 502, 328 199, 565 302, 302, 763 103, 583, 505 3,590,502 
1902. - ·••••••••••••••••••••••••••·••·•••••·•••••••••••••••• 316, 341, 032 123,278 316, 217, 754 166, 576, 966 3, 104,663 
1903 ..••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••.•.....•.••..•••••••••••• 287,4.."0,000 518, 919 286, 931, 081 177, 137, 796 2,992,995 

1004 .• ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·•••••••••••••••••••••••• 291, 783, 032 319, 750 291, 463, 282 173, 742, 834 2,863,053 

1905. •••••••••••••••••••••••••••·•••••••••••••••••••••••••· 295, 488, 438 123,951 295, 364, 487 249, 135, 746 2,437,697 

1906. ··••.·················································· 298, 915, 130 192,481 298, 722, 649 201, 688, 668 5,450,378 
1907 ..•••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.••••••••.•••••••••••••• 298, 294, 750 214, 840 298, 079, 910 203, 847, 545 3,231,908 
1908 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 311, 138, 321 182,458 310, 955, 863 125, 980, 524 5,684,357 
1909 .•• •••••••••••·••••••••• •••••·••••••••••·•••••••••••••• 328, 110, 749 28,376 328, 082, 373 266, 409, 304 3,495,599 
1910. - ••••••.•.•..•••••...•.•.. ·••·•••••••·••··•••••••••••· 321, 362, 750 47,520 321, 315, 230 263, 928, 232 4,007,953 

1 From estimates of the Department of Agriculture. 
s Year ending Sept. 30. 
•Estimated by B. N. D. North, secretary National Association of Wool Manufacturers. 

Forei~ 
retaine for 

consumption. 

Pounds. 
9,813, 212 

18,695,294 
26, 125,891 
74,412,878 
91,026,630 
43, 741,094 
70,435,943 
37,538, 768 
22,665,484 
38,933,509 
47,520,146 
66,752, 717 

124, 163, 472 
78,455,663 
36,123,384 
51,334,133 
43,124,410 
39,082,235 
42,496,858 
34,900,539 

124,483,'m 
50,456, 702 
64,029,908 
66,565,435 
76,045,950 
67,480,831 

122,550,532 
107,309, 738 
109, 199, 022 
123, 224, 635 
102, 142, 818 
126, 685, 525 
145, 663, 089 
168, 215, 201 

49,175, 178 
203, 690, 825 
224, 885, 237 
347, 424, 192 
130, 290, 370 
64,324,293 

150, 226, 204 
99,993,003 

163, 472, 303 
174, 144, 801 
170, 879, 781 
246, 698, 049 

.196, 238, 290 
200, 615, 637 
120, 296, 167 
262, 913, 705 
259, 920, 279 

2271 

Total con- Percent 
sumption, of con-

sump-domestic ti on, and foreign. foreign . 

Pounds. 
45,615,326 21.5 
71, 176,355 26.3 
85,334,876 30.6 

180, 057, 156 41.3 
213, 871, 167 42.6 
185, 274, 912 23.6 
224, 462, 868 31.0 
197' 231, 350 19.0 
190, 107' 049 11.9 
218, 489, 122 17.8 
209' 367' 254 22. 7 
226, 727,522 29.4 
274, 022, 957 45.3 
236,380,534 33. 2 
205,803, 784 17.5 
232, 156, 099 22.1 
235,019,642 18.3 
239,002,636 16.3 
250, 399, 004 16. 9 
245, 839, 755 14.2 
356, 791, 676 34.9 
290, 385, 247 17.3 
335, 913, 729 19.0 
356,500, 961 18. 7 
376,035,557 20.6 
375,392,825 18.0 
424, 404, 109 28. 9 
392,051, 798 ~-4 
378,176,858 28.9 
388,083,059 31.8 
377, 911, 776 27.0 
411, 373, 603 30.8 
439, 460, 633 33.1 
471, 276, 343 35. 7 
346, 712, 315 14. 2 
509, 159, 716 40.0 
490, 413, 964 49.0 
601, 306, 208 57.8 
396, 889, 915 32.8 
334, 832, 204 19.2 
436, 662, 516 34.4 
402, 295, 766 24.9 
479, 690, 057 34.1 
Mil, 075, 882 37.8 
462, 343, 003 37.0 
542, 062, 536 45.5 
494, 960, 939 39.6 
498, 695, 547 40.0 
431, 252, 030 27.9 
590, 996, 078 44.5 
581, 235, 500" 44. 7 

ilOTH.JllB BJIABON !'OR LOSS OF SHEEP, 1893-1897. 

In addition to the reasons heretofore given for the loss of 
sheep at various periods of our history there is the further rea
son of sales and killings for mutton at periods when the price 
of mutton is abnormally high. One of these high-priced mutton 
periods came in 1894, 1895, and 1896, and brought about a loss 
of nearly 2,000,000 sheep, just at the time that Republicans were 
charging a loss of sheep to the Wilson bill. The following is 
taken from the Yearbook of 1896 and is another answer to mis· 
leading statements of Republicans: 

the new tariff to make a greater showing for the American 
sheep industry. 

British imports of sheep. 
1893------------------------------------------------- 62,682 1894 ________________ ._________________________________ 484, 597 
1895 _________________________________________________ 1, 065,470 

1896 (9months)--------------------------------------- 614,855 

American sheep during the last three yea.rs of this period 
were landed in Liverpool in greater numbers than in any pre
ceding year. The profitable market for mutton appears to have 
encouraged sheep growing and fattening in many of the West
ern States. 

The British market might ha·rn been lost under any circum
stances, for it was certainly more profitable to grow sheep for 
the 11 and 12 cents a pound on wool, added to the price of wool 
for five or six years, than to grow sheep for mutton, even at 
advanced prices. The question remains, however, Why should 
80,000,000 of people tax themselves 11 and 12 cents a pound for 
the sheep growers, who produced 300,000,000 pounds of wool? 
Why should all industries be taxed enormously and outra
geously in order to foster sheep raisers? Why should the 
people pay sheep men a bounty on sheep and wool? 

I submit the following table from the Agricultural Depart
ment of the United States, showing the number of sheep and 
the production of wool in this country since the year 1840: 
Numbe1• of sheep and f)roduction of wool in the United States since 1840. 

Farm animals Jan. 1. 

Horses. Sheep. Mules. Swine. 

Production of principal 
commodi tioo. 

Wool.I Wheat.I American yearlings and 2-year-olds commanded practically 
the same price as English sheep, and were sold during the year 
1896 at from 14 to 16 cents a pound. 

This trade might have gone on indefinitely, but for the fact 
that the scab appeared among one lot of sheep from America in 
the latter part of the year, which broke up the British importa
tion of sheep from the United States, at about the same time 
that Republicans were passing the Dlngley law. The exporta-

Number. Number. Number. Number. Pot£nds. BU8hels. 
1840.... 4,335,669 19,311,374 ........... 26,301,293 35,802,114 84,823,272 

tion to Great Britain ceased, because of British antagonism to 
diseased American sheep, and these sheep were retained in 
American folds, to swell the number of sheep and indirectly aid 

XLVII--143 

1m.... 4, 336, 719 21, 773, 220 559, 331 30, 354, 213 52, 516, 959 100, 485, 944 

1&52: : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : : ~: ~ ~::::::::: 

~~~ ~ ~ ::+:~:~: :::E~L : : ·: ·: :~ ·: .. : ::::::.: .. I .. ::;_::::=== .:::;:~;~~:~~ 
t Calendar ·years. 
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Number of sheep and f)roduction of wooJ, etc.-Continued. 

Farm animals Jan. 1. 

IIorses. Sheep. Mules. Swine. 

Production of principal 
commodities. 

WooLt Wheat,1 

Number. Number. Num'f>er. Number. Potmas. Busllels. 
1858 .................................... ......... ............................... . 
1859 ............................................................................ . 
1860.... 6,249,174 22,4n,215 1,151,14s 33,512,861 oo,264,913 1731 104,924 
1861.... ............ ............ ........... ............ 75,000,()()() ............ . 
1862.. ............................ -.. .. • .. .. • • .. • .. .. .. .. 90, 000, ()()() ............ . 
1863 ....................................... --··--··-··· 106,000,()()() ••••••••••••• 
1864 ................................................... 123,000,()()() ............ . 
1865 ................................................... 142,()()(),000 ............ . 
1866 ................................................... 155,000,000 151,999,!l(l) 
1867.... 5,401,263 39,385,386 822,386 24,693,534 100,000,000 212,441,400 
1868. ••• 5, 756,940 38,991,912 855,685 24,317,258 168,000,000 224,036,600 
1869 .••• 6,332,793 37,724,279 921,662 23,316,476 180,000)()()() 260,146,900 
1870.... 8,248,800 40,8.53,000 1,179,500 26, 751,400 162,000,000 235,SS!, 700 
lsn.... 8,702,000 31,851,000 1,242,300 29,457,500 160,CXXl,OOO 230,722,400 
1872.... 8,000,900 31,679,300 1,276,300 31, 796,300 150,000,000 249,997,100 
1873.... 9, 222, 470 33, 002, 400 1, 310, 000 32, 632, 050 158, 000, 000 281, 254, 700 
1874.... 9,333,800 33,938,200 1,339,350 30,860,900 170,000,000 308,102, 700 
1875. • • • 9, Wt, 200 33, 783, 000 1, 393, 750 28, 062, 200 181, 000, 000 292, 136, 000 
1876 .... 9,735,300 35,935,300 1,414,500 25,726,800 192,000,000 289,356,500 
18n .... 10,rns,400 35,804,200 1,443,500 28,011,100 200,()()(),000 a64,194,146 
1878 •• •• 10,329,700 35,740,500 1,637,500 32,262,500 208,250,000 420,122,400 
1879 .... zo,g38,700 38,123,800 1,713,100 34,100,100 211,000,0CX> 448,756,630 
1880 •••• 11,201,800 40, 765,900 1, 729,500 34,034,100 232,500,0CX> 498,549,868 
1881 •••• 11,429,626 43,569,899 1, 720, 731 36,247,683 240,000,000 383,280,090 
1882 •••• 10,521,554 45,016,m 1,835,169 44,122,200 212,000,0CX> 604,185,470 
1883 .... 10,838,110 49,237,291 l,sn,079 43,270,086 200,000,000 421,086,100 
1884. • • • 11, 169, 683 50, 626, 626 1, 914, 126 44, 200, 893 300, 000, 000 512, 765, 000 
1885 .... 11,564,572 50,360,243 1,972,569 45,142,657 308,000,000 357,112,000 
1886 .... 12,077,657 48,322,331 2,052,593 46,092,043 302,000,000 457,218,000 
1887.... 12, 496, 744 44, 759, 314 2, 117, 141 «, 612, 836 285, 000, 000 450, 329, 000 
1888 •••• 13,172,936 44,544, 755 2,191, 727 44,346,525 269,000,000 415,868,000 
1889 .... 13,663,294 42,599,079 2,257,574 50,301,592 265,000,000 490,560,000 
1890 .... 14, 213,837 44,336,072 2,331, 027 51,602, 780 276,000,000 399,262,000 
1891.... 14, 056, 750 43, 421, 136 2, 296, 532 50, 625, 106 28.Si 000, 000 611, 780, 000 
1892 .... 15,498,140 44,938,365 2,314,699 52,398,019 294,000,000 515,949,000 
w.>3 .... 16,206,802 47,273,553 2,331,128 46,094,807 am,153,000 396,131, 725 
1894 .... 16,081,139 45,043,017 2,352,231 45,206,498 298,057,384 450,267,416 
1895 .... 15,893,318 42,294,004 2,333,108 44,165,n6 309,748,ooo 467,102,947 
1896.... 1s, 124, 057 as, 298, 783 2, 218, 946 42, 842, 759 212, 474, 1os m, 684, 346 
1897 .... 14,364,667 36,818,643 2,215,654 40,600,276 259,153,251 530,149,168 
1898 .... 13,900,911 37,656,900 2,190,282 39, 759,993 266, 720,684 675,148, 705 
1899 .... 13,665,307 39,114,453 2,134,213 38,651,631 272,191,330 547,303,846 
19002 ... 13,5-37,524 41,S&J,065 2,086,027 37,079,356 288,636,621 ""522,229,505 
1901.... 16, 744, 723 59, 756, 718 2, 864, 458 56, 982, 142 302, 502, 328 748, 460) 218 
1902 .••• 16,531,224 62,039,091 2, 757,017 48,698,890 316,341,032 670,063,008 
1903 .... 16,557,373 63,964,876 2,728,088 46,922,624 287,450,000 6.17,821,835 
1904 .••. 16,736,059 51,630,144 2,757,916 47,009,367 291,783,032 552,399,517 
1905 .... 17,057,702 45,170,423 2,888,710 47,320,511 295,(88,438 692,979,489 
1906 .... 18,718,578 50,631,619 3,404,061 52,102,847 298,915,130 735,260,970 
1907 .... 19, 746,583 53,240,282 3,816,692 54, 794,439 ~294, 750 634,087,000 

The hosiery manufacturer in order to meet his buyer's prices made 
his hosiery out ot 50 per cent black-dyed cotton and 50 per cent white 
wool, or with one thread of cotton and one thread of worsted. The 
length of the hosiery bas been clipped wherever possible. 

This shows that the manufacturers in order to run either reduce 
the welght of their cloths or make them out of cotton, and the higher 
wool is the less wool is used. I think it is no exaggeration of fact 
to say that during this high-priced wool under the Dingley bill 75 
per cent of the people have been clad from head to foot and from skin 
out in cotton, and the other 25 per cent have been cheated by having 
to wear paper in summer and lightweight clothes in winter. 

Further on he says: 
To my mind more wool will be used' with wool on an 8-cent-per· 

pound duty basis than at 11 cents per pound duty, because prices. 
will then be down to the established price level, :ind lnsterrd of 
woolen manufacturers being forced to use cottons ::ill will be able to 
use wool. 

In volume 5 of the tariff hearings, page 5276, 1\fr. Peter B. 
Worrell, a member of a large importing house, which deals also 
in domestic textiles, said : 

I beg to call the attention of Messrs. E. T. Steel & Co. to the fact 
that a $12 suit under the Wilson blll ls now about $16, and a $15 
suit of the Wilson tar.ur blll ls now about $20. 

I quote from the tariff hearings, volume 5, page fil>26, .f1.·om 
· the testimony, of Edward Moir, of Marcellus, N. Y., who is a 
manufacturer of woolens: 

The CHAIRMAN. Then you are expecting us to go it blind'! 
Mr. Mora. Well, you know how it ls, Mr. Cbail'man. A 40-cent piece 

of goods manufactured and sold with a profit would probably have 
anywhere from 10 to 15 or 20 per cent of cotton In it. It might have 
30 per cent of shoddy, it might have 40 per cent of shoddy, a.n.d it 
might have the balance of a reasonably defective wool. 

In the same tarifr hearings, volume 5, page 5185, Mr. Sidney 
Blumenthal, of New York, submits the following statement as 
his views upon the question of the use of wool in the manu
facture of woolen goods, which he has copied from The Textile 
World for January, 1909: 

Ela:ample8 of adulteration. 

1. 28-ounce stuff, cotton-warp bea"\"er, 75 cents n yard: 
· 10,000 yards, making 17,500 pounds, make up-- Pounds. 

Raw cotton------------------~------------ 3, 611 
Cotton warP-----------------------~~--- 1, 309 
ShoddY------------------------------- 22, 123 
Fine wool --------------------------- 4, 886 
Coarse wool ------------------------ 1, 187 

2. 34-ounce Irish frieze, $! a yard : 
10,000 yards making 21,250 pounds-

Grease wool------------------------------------ 23,025 
Shoddy and -waste-------------------------------- 17,719 1908.... 19, 992, 000 54, 6.11, 000 3, 869, 000 56, 084, 000 311, 138, 321 664, 602, ()()() 

1909 .... 20,640,000 56,084,000 4,053,000 54,147,000 328,110,749 737,189,000 3. 
1910 .... 21,040,000 5],216,000 4,123,000 47, 782,000 321,362, 750 695,443,000 

25-ounce piece-dyed ke.rsey Sl.25 a yard: 
10,000 yards making 15',625 pounds; back warp, 40 per 

cent; Oregon, 60 per cent shoddy; face warp and filling, 
'50 per cent ; CaUtornia, 50 per cent shoddy-

1 Calendar years. 2 Exclusive of Alaska and Hawaii. Grcase wool------------------------------------- 32,426 
ShoddY-------------------------------- 13, 167 

I ha1e always believed that the higher the rate of duty on 4. 
wool and woolen products the less wool is used in making the 
:finished product, and the high rate does not necessarily stimu-

H>!-<>unc.e cotton-wa.rp caslret cloth, 50 cents a l'ard: 
10,000 yards making 9,688 pounds-

Cotton -warP-------------~-----~-------------
Grease wool --------------~-----------------
Raw cotton-------------------------------------
ShoddY---~---------------~-----------------

2,375 
1, 600 
1,125 
D,563 

late the production of wool. · 
I quote from the evidence of Andrew J. Solis before the Tariff 

Commission in December, 1908, volume 5, page 5036: 
The Dingley tari.ff law h:is given the woolgrower one of the highest 

duties on wool ever carried by a tariff bil1. With what result? In 
1893 the wool clip was 348,000,000; in 1908, 298,000,000, a decrease 
of 50,000,000 pounds. 

With reference to the use of wool in clothing, Mr. Solis 
said: 

It may not be generally known, but it is a fact, that buyers of manu
facturers establish prices which m:inufacturers must meet. The clothier 
demands cloth out of which to make a suit which he can sell at $10, 
and a boy's suit that be can sell for $5. The hosiery manufacturer 
must meet the demand for hosiery that be can sell for a certain fixed 
price. The underwear manufacturer must make his shirts and drawers 
at a given price, and so on along the line. How can it be done with 
wool advanced to a price equaled only since there was a premium on 
gold? '1.'be problem was solved by the increased use of cotton. The 
manuf:leturers of men's wear, in order to make cloth to make the suits 
at the price laid down by the clothiers, used pure cotton yarn and 
made the cloth known as cotton worsted, and for the better grade made 
mercerized cloth 50 per cent wool worsted yarn and 50 per cent cotton 
yarn. Where all-worsted yarn made entirely from wool was used the 
weight of the cloth has been reduced; 8, V, 12, and 13 ounce cloth has 
been substituted for the regular regulation 16-ounce for the light 
weights; and for heavy weights, for which the regulation weight was 
20 ounces, Hi-ounce cloth Is used; and in order to make UI> the lost 
weight in the cloth, In making the suit, heavy lining packed with cotton 
wadding and other substances were added. and even 13-onnce cloth has 
been used for heavy-weight clothing for winter. The light weights are 
only paper co\'erings, and have no wear whatever. You have beard 
Mr. "\Yhitman's statement regarding cotton-warped dress goods. That 
means thEIJ are 50 per cent cotton and 50 per cent wool. 

To make these 40-cent goods-the popular clasl'l,-there must, on ac
count of the high tarl.tf rates, be an adulteration. A lowering of the 
tariff will permit the use of more grease wool, which is the same thing 
as a lowering of price. It will give the people better woolens for the 
same money. 

These gentlemen from whom I have been quoting are men of 
experience in the manufacture of woolens and know full well 
what they are talking about. It is quite e\ident to all who 
lived during the life of the Wilson law thn.t much more wool 
was used in the manufacture of woolen goods than there has 
been at any time since. In 1897 the statistics from the Depart
ment of Agriculture state that we consumed 601,305,908 poundS 
of raw wool. At that time the population of the United States. 
in round numbers, was about 65,000,000. Since that time we 
haye added to our population more than 25,000,000 people, a 
little less than one-half of the population during the three years 
of the Wilson Inw. Add to the consumption during the life of 
this bill a ratio equal to the increase in population, and 
this would bring our consumption of wool up to between 
800,000,000 and 900,000,000 po~ds, whereas, as a matter of 
fact, in 1910 we consumed a little over 581,000,000 pounds. 
The difference between these figuies shows how much cot
ton and shoddy is being sold to the people to-day for wool. 
Supporting the argument that the consumption of wool in
creases as the price of wool decreases, I submit the following 
table. 
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Quantities of wool produced, imported, exported, and retained for romumption: 1840 to 1910. 1 

Total con- Per cent 
Exports of Domestic Exports of Fo~ sumption, of con-

Period.I Production. 3 retained for Imports. retain for sump-domestic. consumption. foreign. consumption. domestic ti on, and foreign. foreign. 

Pound8. Pound8. Pounds. Pound8. Pounds. Pound8. Pounds. 
1840 4 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 35,802,114 ·····35:898· 35,802, 114 9,898, 740 85,528 9,8rn,212 45,615,326 2L5 
1850. ·············-········-···············-·······-··········· 52,516,959 52,481,061 18, 695, 294 ····is1:004· 18,695,294 71,176,355 26.3 
1860 ... · ····-·················································· 60,264,913 1,055,928 59,208,985 26,282,955 26,125,891 85,334,876 30.6 
1862-1870 6 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ -~ ••••• 142,888,889 507,442 142,381,447 53,1'38, 126 918,949 52,219,177 194, 600, 624 26.8 
1871-JR806 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••. 186, 275, 000 152,303 186, 122, 697 68,030,280 3,93S,616 64,091,664 250,214,3Gl 25.6 
1881-1800 5 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••• - •••••••••••••••••••••••• 28C, 700,000 115,02.5 280. 584, 97 5 93, 194,903 4,294,346 88,900,557 369, 485, 532 24.l 
1 91. ·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·•••••••••·•• 285, 000, 000 291, 922 284, 708, 078 129, 303, 648 2,638,123 126, 665, 525 411, 373, 603 30.8 
1 92 .••••.•••••••••••.•••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 294, 000, ()()() 202,456 293, 797, 544 148, 670, 652 3,007,563 145, 663, 089 439, 460, 633 33.1 
1893. ·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 303, 153, 000 91,858 303, 061, 142 172, 433, 838 4,218,637 168, 215, 201 471, 276, 343 35.7 
1894. ••••••••••••••••••••••••···•··•••••••••••••••••••••••••••· 298, 057, 384 520,247 297, 537, 137 55,152,5&5 5,977,407 49,175,178 346, 712, 315 14.2 
1895 .•••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 309, 748,000 .4,279, 109 305, 468, 91 206, 033, 906 2,343,081 203, 690, 825 509,159, 716 40.0 . 
1896 ..•• •••••••••..•.•••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 272. 474, 708 6,945,981 265, 528, 727 230, 911, 473 6,026,236 224, 885, 237 490, 413, 964 45.9 
1897 •.. •••··•··••••••·•••••·•·•••·•••••·••••••••••••••••••••••• 259, 153, 251 5,271,535 253, 881, 716 350, 852, 026 3, 427,834 347' 424, 192 601, 305, 908 57.8 
1898. ··••·•••••••••·••••••••·••·••••••••·•••••••••••••••··••••• 266, 720, 684 121, 139 266, 599, 545 132, 795, 202 2,504,832 130, 290, 370 396, 889, 915 32.8 
1809 ..•••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••.•••••••• 272, 191, 330 1,683,~9 270, 507, 911 76, 736, 209 12,411,916 64,324,293 334, 832, 204 19.2 
1900 .•••••••••••••••••••••••.•••.•••.••••••••••••••.••••••••••• 288, 636, 621 2,200,309 286, 436, 312 155, 928, 455 5, 702,251 150, 226, 204 436, 662, 516 34.4 
1901 ...••.••••••••.•••••••••••.•.••••••••••••••••••••••.••••••• 302, 502, 328 199,565 302, 302, 763 103, 583, 505 3,590,502 99,993,003 402, 295, 766 24.9 
1902 ..•••••••••••••••••••••.•••••.••••••••••••••••••••••.•.•••• 316, 341, 032 123,278 316, 217, 754 166, 576, 966 3, 104,663 163, 472, 303 479, 690, 057 34.1 
1903 . ..•••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••• 287' 450, 000 518,919 286, 931, 081 177,137.796 2,992,995 174, 144, 801 461,075,882 37.8 
1904 .•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 291, 783,032 319, 750 291, 463, 282 173, 742, 834 2,863,053 170,879, 781 462, 343, 063 37.0 
1905 .. ·····-··················································· 295, 488, 438 123,951 295, 364, 487 249,135, 740 2: 437, 597 246, 698, 049 542, ()li2, 536 45.5 

1!)2,481 1906 ...••••••••••.••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 298, 915, 130 298, 722, 649 201, 688, 5&l 5,450, 378 39.6 

1907 ·•·••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••·••••· 298, 294, 750 214,840 29 , 079,910 203, 847' 54~ 
196, 238, 290 494,91)(),939 

3,231,908 200, 615, 637 498, 695, 547 40.0 
190 .............................................................. 311, 138, 321 182,458 310, 955, 863 125, 980, 524 5,684,357 120, 296, 167 431, 2J2, 030 27.9 
1909 ..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 328, 110, 749 28,376 32 , 082, 373 266, 409, 304 3,495,599 262, 913, 705 590, 996, 078 44.5 
1910 ..••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 321, 362, 750 47,520 321, 315, 230 263, 928, 232 4, 007, 953 259, 920, 279 581, 235, 509 . 44. 7 

i Does not include data with respect to commerce between the United States and its insular possessions after June 30, 1900. 
2 The periods relate to years ended June 30. 
3 From estimates of the Department of Agriculture prior to 1896; from 1896 to date estimated by the secretary of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers. 
4 Year ended September 30. 
6 Average for the period. 

Mr. Chairman, another favorite argument of the high pro
tectionist and of these gentlemen who are opposing this bill 
is that of protecting American labor. We have been a long 
time in trying to get them to define just what they mean by 
the term "protection to American labor," and it was not until 
the campaign of 1908 that we were able to get them to define 
their position upon that question in writing. I quote from the 
Republican platform of 1908, as follows: 

In all tariff legislation the true principle of protection is best main· 
tained by the imposition of such duties as will equal the difference 
between the cost of production at home and abroad, together with a 
reasonable profit to American industries. 

Will anyone contend that 20 per cent on raw wool is not 
sufficient to make up for the difference between the cost of 
raising wool in America and abroad? Is there a man here who 
will say that 42.55 per cent is not enough to make up the dif
ference between the cost of labor in the manufacture of wool
ens abroad and in America? If there is, I would like for him 
to stand up so that I can see the color of his hair. You give 
me 50 yards the advantage of an automobile and I can beat it 
in a foot race of 100 yards. But, in fact, was the tariff on 
Schedule K intended to benefit American labor? Let us see 
what Andrew J. Solis, a woolen manufacturer, says about that. 
In yolume 5, page 5037, of the tariff hearings before the Ways 
and Means Committee in December, 1008, he said, with refer
ence to this proposition : 

Who have been the real beneficiaries of the Dingley wool schedule? It 
has not been American labor, because many of the mills have been 
filled from top to bottom with foreigners, many of whom could not 
even s~eak the English language. That is why wages did not mate
rially rncrease. It has not been those on fixed salaries, because no 
advance has been given, and instead of bein~ better situated they were 
in a worse condition, because the cost of livmg was forced up to such 
an extent that the ordinary individual just about made both ends meet 
and had hard work at that. 

This shows how much these disciples of Moorish barbarians 
love labor; and what is true of their practices in filling up the 
woolen mills with cheap foreign labor is true to a greater or 
less extent in all of the manufacturing centers. Instead of being 
a friend to American labor, these protected combines have be
come its worst enemies by importing the cheap pauper labor 
of other countries to our country to compete with the intelligent 
American laborer. I quote frem the testimony of Henry J. Mac
Farland, president of M. D. Wells Co., Chicago, Ill., which is 
found in volume 7 of the tariff hearings, page 6869, November 
28, 1908. He was asked a question by the next President of the 
United States, CHAMP CLARK. [Applause.] 

Are 19~ in accord with taking the tariff off of leather? 
Mr . .1.UACFABLAND. I am, sir; absolutely. 
Mr. CLARK. And on boots and shoes? 
Mr. MACFARLAND. I am not an exporter. The exporters have a dilrer

ent opinion from what I hold. I believe that this country can manu
facture shoes in competition with any country on earth. 

Further on he was interrogated by Mr. RANDELL of Texas, as 
follows: 

You do not just confine that to this country, the home market, but 
you mean the markets of the world? 

Mr. MAcFARLA ·o. I mean the skill with which shoes are manufac
tured. The skilled workmen of this country can overcome the handicap 
of the price of foreign labor. 

Again, we had distinguished gentlemen in the manufacture 
of iron and steel before this same committee, such as Andrew 
Carnegie and Charles Schwab, in which they declared that 
iron and steel could be manufactured in the United States 
cheaper than it could be in any country in the world. Now, 
could you have it made any broader than what these gentlemen 
say about the matter? Yet, in the light of this testimony, and 
of the long experience of men skilled in the production of the 
finished product in America and familiar with the cost of labor, 
both in America and abroad, these gentlemen here on the floor 
of this Chamber-gentlemen who are still wedded to the 
belief that they have a right to pass a law to permit a few 
thousand. men to levy tribute upon more than . 90,000,000 of 
intelligent people in America-stand here and try to convince 
us that the high rates imposed by the Payne law upon the 
articles made from wool are just and right The people at the 
polls condemned this bill and sent new men to the Sixty-second 
Congress for the purpose of giving them relief, and I predict 
that he who fails to vote for this measure will be brought to 
the bar of justice at the polls in November, 1912, to answer 
to his constituents for his misdeed. By your conduct in the 
last Congress you sent many of us here to take the places of 
men who failed to stand up for the cause of the people, and, 
if you continue your policy of high protection, you will send 
many more men here to take your places in the Sixty-third 
Congress. You can't fool the people any longer. It used to be 
that the masses waited for their Congressman to come home 
to tell them what had happened in Congress, but now the 
intelligent masses are directing their Congressmen how to vote 
upon every public question which comes up affecting their 
interests, long before the measure comes to a vote. 

Mr. Chairman, I promised not to detain these good people 
yery long, but I fear I have not kept my word very well. I 
will tell you one more story, which illustrates h~w these fel
lows are trying to do the people. I once heard a story of a 
storekeeper who had a Swede clerk. The Swede was sent out 
one day to collect the bills, and when he came back the store
keeper said, "Well,- Rudolph, how did you get along?" He 
replied, " Vell, me do purty good ; ·me go to Shon Shones, and 
Shon Shones, he pay me. Me go to Sam Reynolds, and Sam 
Reynolds, he pay me, but me go to Patrick Malony, and Patrick 
Malony, he no pay me." Storekeeper: "What did Pat suy 
about that bill, anyway?" Swede: "Vell, I dink he pay you 
all right." Storekeeper: " When did he say he would pay me? " 



2274 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. JUNE 17,. 

Swede: "Vell, I dink he pay you In Yanuar." Stor~keeper: 
"Did he say he would pay me · in January?" Swede: "No; 
he no say he pay you in Yanuar, but he say it be a damn cold 
day ven he pay you." [Laughter.] 

So I say, Mr. Chairman, to these gentlemen who are clam-0r
ing here for time in order to defeat this bill, they are just like 
Patrick-it will be a cold day when they frame a bill in the 
interest of the people of this country. I thank you, Mr. Chair
man and gentlemen. [Applause.] 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I would like for the gen
tleman to have ()ne more minute in order that I may make an · 
explanation of my question. It was not my intention to inti
m te that the gentleman was either a protectionist or bow
legged. 

Mr. FOWLER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman does not need 
to make any apology. It was granted long before he asked for 
it. He is my friend. 

Ur. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Chairman~ I move that the 
committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the committee rose; and Mr. FLOYD of Arkansas 

having resumed the chair as Speaker pro tempore, l\.Ir. BooHEB, 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union, reported that that committee had had under con· 
sideration the bill H. n. 11019-, and had directed him to report 
that it had come to no resolution thereon. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED. 

Under clause 2 -0f Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following 
titles were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their 
appropriate committees as indicated below: 

S. 23 . .An act to authorize the extension of Underwood Street 
NW. ; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

S. 238 . .An act to authorize the extension of Lamont Street 
:NW., in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the 

. District of C-Olumbia. 
S. 2224 . .An ad to amend an act to regulate the height of 

buildings in the District of C-Olumbia, approved June 1, 1910; 
to the Committee on the District of C-Olumbia. 

S. 2532. An act providing for an increase of salary for the 
c-0llector of customs for the district of Montana and Idaho ; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

S. 1524 . .An act to authorize the construction and mainte
nance of a dam or dams across the Kansas River, jn western 
Shawnee County, or in Wabaunsee County, in the State of 
Kansas; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

S. 2052. An a.et relating to the removal of the North Point 
light station, Wisconsin, to another site; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

.AD.TOURNMENT. 

llr. HUGHES of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 
House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 12 o'clock and 11 
minutes a. m., on Sunday, June 18, 1911) the House adjourned 
to meet on Monday, June 19, 1911, at 12 o'clock noon. 

CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, committ.ees were discharged 

from the consideration of the following bills, which were re
f erred as follows ~ 

A bill (H. R. 11671) granting pay to Faver Cason; Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions discharged, a.nd referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 11675) granting a pension to George Stephens, 
sr.; Committee <>:n Invalid Pensions discharged, and referred to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

A bill (H. R. 11678) granting a pension to Andrew J. Smith; 
Committee on favfilid Pensions discharged, and referred to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

common carriers engaged in interstate commerce to use cars 
constructed of steel, and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. WARBURTON: A bill (H. R. 11823) to place sugaf 
and molasses on the free list, and to provide for an internal~ 
revenue tax on chewing and smoking tobacco, snuff, cigars, and 
cigarettes; to the Committee <:>n Way~ and Means. 

By Mr. DAVIS of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 11824) to 
am~nd section 113 of the act to codify, revise, and amend the 
laws relating to the judiciary, approved March 3, 1911; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ~ARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 11825) to promote 
pharmacists to the grade of chief pharmacist in the Navy; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, n. bill (H. R. 11826) to class mates in the Navy as 
warrant officers; to the Committee on NaTal .Affairs. 

By Mr. REILLY: A bill (H. R. 11827) for the establishment 
of an experimental auto-post-coach rural service; to the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. SABATH: Resolution (H. Res. 211) requesting the 
Attorney General to inform the House what action has been 
ta.ken to prosecute the carriers who ha Te been violating the com· 
modi ties clause; to the Committee on Interstate .and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. KAHN: Concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 10) to 
investigate the condition of the Army; to the Committee on 
Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RUCKER of Colorado: Memorial from the General 
Assembly of Colorado asking for the cession of 1,000,000 acres of 
land under the Carey Act; to the Committee on the Public 
Lands. 

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri (by request)! Memorial from the 
General Assembly of C-Olorado asking for the cession of 1,000,000 
acres of land under the Carey Act; to the Committee on the 
Public Lands . 

By Mr. ESCH: Memorial of the Wisconsin Legislature asking 
Congress to cause all dams owned by the United States and 
maintained in and across the Fox River to be equipped with fish"' 
ways; to the Committee on the :Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. LENROOT: Memorial from WiscoilSin Legislature 
asking Congress to cause all dams owned by the United States 
and maintained in and across the Fox River to be equipped witli 
fish ways; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fish .. 
eries. 

Also, a memorial from Wisconsin Legislature in regard ta 
passports issued by the United States Government; to the Com~ 
mi ttee on Foreign Affairs. 

By .Mr. COOPER: A memorial from the Legislature of Wis· 
consin memorializing Congress to cause all dams owned by the 
United States across Fox River to be equipped. with fishways; to 
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

PRIVA'l,E BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS. 
Under clau~e 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows : 
By Mr. B.ARCHFELD: A bill (H. R. 11828) for the relief oj! 

Commander William S. Hogg, United States Navy, and others; 
to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 11829) for the relief -0f the estate of 
Richard W. Meade, deceased ; to the Committee on Claims. 

• .Uso, a bill (H. R. 11830) for the relief of Capt. W. W. 
Quinton, United States Army; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11831) for the relief of Capt. Charles w. 
Kennedy, United States Army, and others; to the Committee on 
Claims. 

A lso, a bill (II. R. 11832) for the relief of Capt. W. W. 
Wright and Capt. Claude B. Sweez~y, United States Army; to 
the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 11833) f or the relief of the Snare & Triest 
Co.; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. l1834 ) to credit certain officers of the 
PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, A.ND MEMORIALS. Medical Department, United States Army, with services ren· 

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memo- dered as acting assistant surgeons during the Civil War; to the 
rfals were introduced and severally referred as follows: Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. SABATH: A bill (H. R. 11821) to raise revenue By Mr. BROWN: A bill (H. Il. l1835) granting a pension to 
from persons engaged in and carrying on certain occupations Mary C. Wyckoff; to the Committee on Pensions. 
within the District of Columbia, and to create a fund to pay I By :Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin : A bill (H. R. 11836) granting 
compensation to public servants injured on post roads, and to an increase of pension to ' Villiam H. Beare; to the Committee 
change the general law heretofore enunciated in actions for on Invalid Pensions. 
the reco\ery ot. damages for personal injuries, and for By Mr. BYRNS of Tenncs.5ee: A bill {H. R. 11837) grantin~ 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign an increase of pension to Arthur Serivner; to the Committee on 
Commerce. Pensions. 

By Mr. TALCOTT of New York: A bill (H. R. 11822) to By Mr. COOPER~ A bill (H. R. 11838) granting a pension to 
promote the safety of vassengers upon railroads by compelling Joseph J. Held; to the Committee on Pensions. 
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By Mr. FLOOD ot Virginia: A bill (H. R. 11839) tor the 

relief of Sarah J. Norcross; to the Committee on War Claims. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 11840) for the relief of J. Ballard Taylor; 

to the Committee on War Claims. 
By Mr. HAWLEY: A bill (H • .R. 11841) granting an increase 

of pension to George E. King; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. McKINLEY: A bill (H. R. 11842) granting an in
crease of pension to Joseph M. Junkens; to the Committee on 
Inn1lid Pensions. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 11843) granting an increase of pension to 
Frank Offenstein ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. n. 11844) granting an increase of pension to 
Harvey Mahannah ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. ROTHERMEL: A bill (H. R. 11845) granting an in
crease of pension to Elias Fisher ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. J. M. C. SMITH: A bill (H. R. 11846) for the relief 
of Martha H. Hamlin, widow of John H. Hamlin; to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. UTTER: A bill (H. R. 11847) granting an increase of 
pension to John Hamil; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Dy Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R. 11848) 
granting an increase of pension to William T. Williams; to the 
Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

PETr.rIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
By Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota : Papers to accompany bill 

for increase of i>ension for William T. Williams; to the Com
mittee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. AYRES: Petition of residents of northern part of 
New York City, in favor of the parcels post; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr: BURKE of Wisconsin : Petition of Retail Druggists' 
AssociatiOJl of Fond du Lac County, Wis., remonstrating against 
the passage of House bill 8887, providing for a stamp tax on 
proprietary and patent medicines and certain druggist .sun
dries; to the Committee on Ways and l!eans. 

Also, affidayits in support of House bill 11423, granting an 
increase of pension to Marcus L. Weeks; to the Committee on 
Inrnlid Pensions. 

Also, affidavits accompanying bill granting an increase of 
pension to William H. Beare ; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: Papers accompanying bill for 
increase of pension to .Arthur Scrivner; to the Committee on 
Pensions. 

By Mr. CLAYTON: Statement of C. M. D. ~rowne, Alonzo 
0. Bliss, Elizabeth C. Allen, Shelton T. Cameron, Ephraim J. 
Totten, Nettie B. Browne, Edward J. '.raylor, and S. Fay 
Harper, alleging that certain streets of the city of Washington, 
D. C., are being obstructed by private persons without authority 
of law, and protesting against such obstruction; to the Commit
tee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, letter accompanied by printed statement from John 
Norris, chairman of committee <>n paper of the .American News
paper Publishers' Association, alleging that if certain informa
tion should be obtained that it 'would show the International 
Paper Co. to be an illegal combination a.nd has repressed com
petition by stopping and dismantling paper machines, and alleg
ing that the Root amendment to the reciprocity bill aims to 
fasten permanently upon the consumers of news-print paper in 
every State of the Union the tax of at least $6,000,000 per an
num, which that consolidation of 30 antiquated mills in New 
England and New York State has made possible; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CRAVENS: Petitions of numerous citizens of Weeks 
and Caulksville, Ark., asking for a reduction in the duty on raw 
and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DALZELL: Petition of 13 citizens of Pittsburg, Pa., 
asking for reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DYER: Papers to accompany bill No. 8809; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. FITZGERALD: Resolutions adopted by the l\Iilwau
kee Clearing House Association, relating to proposed legisla
tion affecting the cold-storage industi·y; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GARNER: Petitions of George Hobbs & Sons and 
other citizros of Alice, Tex., favoring a reduction in the duty on 
raw and refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: Petitions of numerous citizens of 
Waco, Tex., and of the Litchfield {Ill.) Merchants' Association, 

requesting a reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HUMPHREY of Washington: Petition of sundry cit
izens of Snohomish, Wash., protesting against Senate bill 237, 
for the proper observance of Sunday as a day of rest in the Dis
trict of Columbia; to the Committee on the District of Columbia. 

Also, petitions -0f H. Slippern, A. Hostmark, and Paul Palmer, 
of Poulsbo, Wash., asking for reduetion in the duty on raw and 
refined sugars; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KAHN: Petition of Ashl~y R. Farless, of San Fran
cisco, Cal., favoring Senate joint resolution 3; to the Oom
mittee on Rivers and Harbors. 

Also, petition of Tillman & Bendel, of San Francisco, Cal., 
.Protesting against parcels-post bill; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. LOUD: Petition of F. J. Ackermann,)Jay City, l\iich., 
for reduction in duty on raw and refined sugars; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: Resolution by Pawtucket (R I.) 
Business l\Ien's Association, favoring the passage of the Cana
dian reciprocity bill without amendment; to the CommittM on 
Ways and Means. 

By ~Ir. ROTHERMEL: Petition of Washington Camp, No. 
97, Patriotic Order Sons of America, and numerous other peti
tions, all of Pennsylvania, relating to the question of immigra
tion; to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petitions of William H. Reeser and others, of Reading, 
and Wilson Kunkel, <>f Albany, Pa., in favor of a reduction 
in the duty on raw and refined sugars; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SA.BATH: Petition of the United German-American 
and United Irish-American Societies of New York, mging the 
rejection of the proposed new arbitration with Great J;Jritain; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SULZER: Resolutions of the Alexandria and L<>gans
port branches of the .Alliance of German Societies of the State 
of Indiana, favoring House bill 166, providing for an inves
tigation of the administration of the immigration office at 
Ellis Island, etc.; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu
ralization. 

Also, petition of Woman's 0hristian Temperance Union of 
western Washington, urging Congress to ratify pro1Josed arbi
tration treaty between the United States and Great Britain; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. TALCOTT of New York: Petitions of 1,672 citizens of 
the twenty-seventh congressional district of New York, favoring 
the establishment of a national health department; to the Com
mittee on Rules. 

By Mr. UTTER: Papers to accompany bills granting an in
crease of pension to John Hamil, Elizabeth F. Taylor, and 
James M. Green; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, resolution of the Woman's Christi.an Temperance Union 
of Providence, R. I., favoring a general arbitration treaty with 
Great Britain, France, and other countries, as proposed by 
President Taft; to the Com mi t""LOO on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, resolution of the Greystone Republican Club of Rhode 
Island, favoring political union between the United States and 
Canada; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

SENATE. 

MONDAY, June 19, 1911. 
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D. 
The Journal <>f the proceedings of Friday last was read and 

approved. 
CLAIMS OF LABOREBS IN NAVY YARDS. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate a communica
tion from the Chief Justice of the Court of Claims, transmitting 
information relative to the duplication of certain cases relating 
to claims of laborers in navy yards transmitted to the Senate 
in the findings by the court and requesting the return to the 
court of the findings in which duplications appear, which wa.s 
referred to the Committee on Olaims and ordered to be printed. 
(S. Doc. No. 50.) 

ERSKINE B. K. HA.YES V. UNITED STATES. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Sen.ate a communi
cation from the assistant clerk of the Court of Claims, trans
mitting a certified copy of the findings of fact filed by the 
court and the opinions of Judges Barney and Howry in the 
cause of Erskine R. K. Hayes -v. United States, whieh, with 
the accompanying paper, wa.s referred to the Committee on 
Claims and ordered to be printed.. (S. Doc. No. 51.) 
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